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Berquist, Charlene A., Pall, 1980 Interpersonal Communication
An exploration of conversational openers between opposite sex 
dyads In initial interaction (112 pp.)
Director: Wesley N. Shelien
The following hypotheses were made with respect to conversational 
openers between opposite sex dyads: (1) openers could be organ­
ized into an explanatory typology, (2) certain contexts were more 
appropriate than others for opening with members of the opposite 
sex, (3) individuals.employ certain dimensions of judgement when 
evaluating conversational openers, and (4) dimensions of judge­
ment about opener types change depending on sex of the rater and 
appropriateness of the context.
In order to address the research questions, this study was car­
ried out in two parts: (1) a preliminary qualitative phase, and
(2) a primary experimental portion.
The qualitative phase consisted of an open-ended questionnaire 
and was designed to elicit data about opener types, contexts, 
qualities of openers and whether differences existed for appro­
priateness between males and females.
Qualitative raters, using data generated in phase one, organized 
specific openers^ into five general types and created 30 bipolar 
adjectival scales organized under five dimensions of judgement.
Qualitative conclusions generated in phase one were empirically 
tested In the primary experimental phase of the study. Initially 
respondents were asked to judge ten scenarios of appropriate and 
inappropriate contexts and embedded with five opener types, on 
the 30 bipolar scales generated in phase one.
Factor Analyses revealed that individuals employed the dimen­
sions of social sensitivity, creativity and aggression when eval­
uating openers between males and females in intial interaction.
An analysis of variance further indicated that certain opener 
types as well as contexts were judged differently by males and fe­
males on the above dimensions of judgement.
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CHAPTER I
"Getting to know someone, entering that new world, 
is an ultimate, irretrievable leap into the un­
known. The prospect is terrifying. The stakes 
are high. The emotions are overwhelming."
Eldridge Cleaver
INTRODUCTION
It has been noted that one of the failings of communica­
tion research is its tendency to overlook the obvious and 
seemingly mundane— such has been the case in regard to a 
scholarly study of conversational openers between unacquainted 
dyads. Most people go through life experiencing few if any 
problems initiating conversations with others in normal day to 
day activities. There are, however, those few occasions when 
an event out of the ordinary occurs which can make us acutely 
aware of the importance of an "opener" for human communication 
and interaction.
One of the difficulties in a systematic study of conver­
sational openers is the lack of conceptual clarity and consis­
tency whereby openers are defined in the literature. Krivonos 
& Knapp (1975) liken this semantic ambiguity to the manner in 
which ethologists have dealt with the study of animal greeting 
behavior and quote Callan (in Krivonos & Knapp, 1975) who 
states:
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"...the fact that the term "greeting" occurs so 
frequently in the literature of animal behavior, 
without any apparent consensus on its status and 
causal function... surely indicates a lurking 
assumption that everybody knows what is meant by 
greeting" (p. 106).
Similarly, communicologists have approached the study of ini­
tiating behaviors with an equal lack of consensus about what 
constitutes the actual behaviors or a description of their 
elements. Although openers have been defined variously in the 
literature as "pickups", "access rituals", "greetings", "con­
tact" and "initiating behaviors", Davis (1973) provides the most 
appropriate explanation for the present study when he defines 
openers as:
"...the subject pursued by one stranger who has 
decided to approach another, not because he is 
interested in it, but merely to gain the others 
attention and to legitimize his being within 
conversational distance" (p. 5) .
While several researchers (Goffman, 1971, 1972; Zunin,
1972; Davis, 1973; Sacks & Schegloff, 1974; Krivonos et. a l ., 
1974, Krivonos & Knapp, 1975) have studied openers and classi­
fied them as functioning to provide access, maintenance, infor­
mation and status definitions, none has examined the dimen­
sional perceptions individuals employ to judge the appropriate­
ness of such openers between males and females and whether these 
dimensions are altered in light of context variables.
Leornard Zunin (1972)( in his book Contact, describes the 
structure of American society as one in which people are forced 
to cope with temporary relationships and as a result find it 
necessary to speed up the process by which friendships and love- 
ships are established. The consequence of this tendency
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to "touch and go" is that it becomes increasingly difficult to 
develop meaningful relationships of value and duration, thus 
requiring men and women to become skilled in initiating con­
tact and aware of the norms which govern such behavior. Bach 
and Deutsch (1970) further illuminate this need by suggesting 
that "when people find a potential intimate they want to get 
insight rapidly into what kind of partner s/he will make and 
how to convey something of their genuine selves to him or her 
at once. In other words they want to know how to make intimate 
love begin with a stranger" (p. 17 ).
A number of researchers in the field, while agreeing that 
openers are only a small portion of the human interaction ex­
perience, admit an awareness of their impact on the interper­
sonal transaction which follows. As Knapp (1978) explains,
"to give birth to an encounter is to give life to a relation­
ship. ..the first moments in a relationship are often critical 
in determining the length and quality of its life" (p. 83). 
Murray Davis (1973), supporting the point, notes that "primal 
encounters" between those who are previously unacquainted are a 
"critical" phase in the development of interpersonal relation­
ships. The seriousness of openers is accentuated by their obli­
gatory nature and by the risk taking involved in initiating with 
a stranger. (Krivonos et_. <al. , 1974). As Erving Goffman empha­
sizes (1971):
"When a ritual offering occurs, when, that is,
one individual provides a sign of involvement
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in and connectedness to another as in greeting,,, 
it behooves the recipient to show that the message 
has been received, that its import has been 
appreciated... and that the performer himself 
has worth as a person" (p. 63).
Although Goffman, using the term "greeting" is referring speci­
fically to acquaintances, the obligation he implies can also be 
extended to individuals, who, upon being "approached" by a 
stranger of the opposite sex may also feel responsibility to 
acknowledge or reciprocate the "initiation". Additionally, the 
central role that openers play in initiating successful encoun­
ters and subsequent relationships between men and women has 
been highlighted in a number of recent popular publications.
The Singles Game, How To Pick Up Men and How to Pick Up Girls, 
all provide prescriptive strategies for the successful opener. 
Some authors (Zunin, 1972; Krivonos & Knapp, 1975 & Knapp,
1978) have underscored the importance of these publications, 
claiming that their underlying assumptions point to the notions 
that (1) enough people have experienced difficulty in communi­
cation to seek "fool-proof" prescriptions and (2) a number of 
people in this culture attach significance to openers and:.their 
effectiveness in facilitating or inhibiting the communication 
transaction that follows.
Although, as has been suggested, openers often appear to 
be casual and even careless, literature such as that cited 
above indicates that initiating behavior serves vital functions 
in interpersonal relationships and is regulated to a great
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extent by cultural norms. These norms determine the appro­
priateness of participants in social interactions and pro­
vide tacit agreement as to when and where it is permissible 
to initiate talk and among whom.
Despite the obvious importance of conversational ele­
ments like openers, a search of the scholarly literature has 
uncovered only limited observations and insights into the 
nature of openers. This "gap" in the literature is substan­
tiated by Nofsinger (1976) who suggests that although conver­
sation is the "most prevalent speech exchange system," it is 
nonetheless the least examined (p. 172). Because of the lack 
of academic investigation into conversational openers and the 
function they serve, the discipline of communication has mini­
mal knowledge about the rules that govern openers between the 
sexes, the dimensions individuals use to ascertain their appro­
priateness or the extent to which these dimensions are context­
ually dependent.
Given the importance of initiating behaviors, the inescap­
able frequency with which they occur and because there appears 
to be a need for further exploration of these behaviors as a 
rule governed phenomenon, this study is designed to investigate 
the dimensions individuals employ to judge the appropriateness 
or inappropriateness of conversational openers in light of the 
sex of the initiator and certain contextual variables. The 
existence of rules which govern initiation behavior will be
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determined by discovering their normative force, illuminated 
by the way individuals judge other's communicative behavior 
as proper.
Through a review of the literature and as a result of 
data elicited using open-ended questionnaires and scenarios, 
a set of bipolar adjectival pairs was generated. Respondents, 
using these scales, were then asked to rate openers. The 
openers were embedded in scenarios that differed with respect 
to the appropriateness or inappropriateness of the situation 
and the sex of the individual initiating. The dimensional 
properties that emerged as a result of this process provided 
an axiomatic foundation for the production of further testable 
hypotheses or propositions as well as providing answers to the 
following questions:
1. Can specific openers be organized into an explanatory 
typology?
2. Are there contexts that are perceived as appropriate 
or inappropriate places to open with members of the 
opposite sex?
3. Do dimensions of judgement change depending on whether 
the initiator is male or female?
4. What are the dimensions of the judgement that 'individ­
uals use in evaluating conversational openers between 
members of the opposite sex?
5. Do differences exist in the dimensions of judgement of 
types of openers depending on the sex of the rater and 
the appropriateness of the context?
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE
The Rule Governed Nature of Communication
The rule governed approach to conversation has been ex­
plored and legitimized by a number of researchers in the com­
munication field. Pearce (1976), defining the existence of 
rules,notes that people are able to recognize and perform 
communicative routines on the basis of "certain tacit rules", 
which remain largely unarticulated, but which persons act as 
if they knew. Nofsinger (1976) further substantiates the 
existence of rules by stating that "the most patterned, 
tacit and fundamental speech and language processes occur 
in casual and informal modes of conversation" (p. 172).
Miller (1978) applies the notion of rule governed behavior 
specifically to the act of opening when he explains: "com­
munication exchanges like greetings can be viewed as interper­
sonal transactions which clearly possess rule governed charac­
teristics" (p. 175). Rule governed explanations of conversa­
tional openers imply that individuals are not merely passive 
responders to a pre-determined set of laws but instead, are 
themselves the generative mechanisms of behavior. Miller 
(1978) elucidates this assumption by pointing out that "central 
to the rules approach is a view of human beings as actors who
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travel their daily biways possessed with intentions and the
capacity for choice" (p.174). Harre1 and Secord (1973) go
one step further by defining the role of the individual as a
purposive, choice-making being:
"Social behavior is meaningful behavior. It in­
volves an agent with certain intentions and expec­
tations, an agent capable of deliberating and 
choosing from a variety of courses of action and 
whose words and actions are understood by his 
fellows" (p. 35).
A discussion of individuals as goal directed in relation to 
the rules perpective is not, however, meant to imply that such 
rules are entirely idiosyncratic, instead as Delia (1980) 
states,"...the individuals' schemes for orgainizing under­
standing of social situations and contexts provide not idio­
syncratic; but socially-defined modes of relating oneself to 
others" (p. 99).
The notion of rule governed behavior as it applies to 
conversational openers has not been explicitly dealt with in 
initiation literature but rather alluded to in the periphery. 
Although recent developmental theories of relationships like 
those posited by Altman & Taylor (1973) and Berger & Calabrese
(1975) acknowledge the critical nature of the "entry phase" 
and further recognize the effect of openers on initial aspects 
of development, they do not, however, specifically define ini­
tiating behavior as rule governed. An illustration of this 
vagueness comes from Altman & Taylor (1973) who, discussing 
the initial phase of their social penetration process comment
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that people "handle themselves in a way appropriate to the 
cultural norms of the situation" (p. 36). The effect norms 
have on the process of initiating and the subsequent relation­
ship that may or may not materialize is noted by Knapp et.. aT. , 
(197 3) when they hypothesize that if indeed the act of opening 
has "certain normative structure" associated with it, then a 
violation of these normal might affect the "perceived efficacy" 
of the initiating behavior (p. 183).
Recent studies (Baxter, 1980; Delia, 1980; & Knapp, 1978) 
have also emphasized a need to explore and provide clarifica­
tion of the relationship between situational differences and 
the rules approach. As Baxter (1980) explains:
"Because the type and intensity of normative expecta­
tion, is likely to vary by activity, relationship, and 
immediate setting...I would argue the need to study 
situation differences from the rules perspective"
(p. 31).
As has been observed, contemporary research into the area 
of relational initiation has acknowledged the importance of 
openers but has approached their study from the standpoint of 
prescriptive remedies and "how to's" rather than focusing on 
the dimensions whereby individuals judge the appropriateness of 
certain actions and the rules which govern those actions. The 
value of focusing on dimensions of judgement is two-fold: (1)
by agreeing to a set of constructs we can educate individuals 
about what to expect in a variety of situations and (2) by 
centering on what Litton-Hawes (1977) terms "rule conforming 
behavior" imply a wide range of appropriate acts, thus enabling
10
us to equip individuals with skills generalizable to a myriad 
of settings rather than an absolute definition of the rightness 
or wrongness of specific openers. Such a focus makes sense con­
sidering that in each of our lifetimes we must operate in numer­
ous settings under many; different standards— for as Mark Knapp 
(1978) notes, "absolutes are hard to come by in the business 
of communicating" (p. 274).
Theories of Relational Initiation and Development
Recent theories concerning interpersonal communication 
have emphasized the developmental aspects of relationships.
For example Altman & Taylor's (1973) Social Penetration Theory 
employs constructs of rewards and costs to explain how rela­
tionships develop or fail to develop through time. Berger 
and Calabrese (1975) provide us with a theoretical formulation 
which is also relevant to the problem of relationship develop­
ment. Their mode, specifically constructed to explain certain 
communication phenomena occuring during the initial stage or 
entry phase of the communication transaction between strangers, 
accords the construct of uncertainty a central role in the 
development process. Knapp (1978), on the other hand, posits a 
theory of development whereby greater levels of intimacy are 
reached in a relationship based on perceptions of similarity 
in important others. Additional positions relevant to rela­
tionship development have also been advanced by Miller 
Steinberg (1975) and; Rossiter and Pearce (1975).
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In their discussion of the social penetration process,
Altman and Taylor argue that an actor decides whether to ini­
tiate a new relationship or enter more deeply into an existing 
one on the basis of his or her intuitive assessments of the 
costs and rewards involved in each alternative or choice.
Berger & Calabrese (1975) explain their theory of uncertainty 
reduction as "involving both prediction and explanation". They 
further explain that "when strangers meet, their primary concern 
is uncertainty reduction or increasing predictability about the 
behavior of both themselves and others in the interaction" (p.
100). In other words, it seems that each interactant attempts 
to predict the most likely alternative the other will take, then 
acting on this information, the individual will select the most 
"appropriate response" to the predicted action of the other.
Berger and Calabrese refer to this process of creating predictions 
and explaining other's behavior as "proactive" and "retroactive" 
attribution. The theory of uncertainty reduction as an explana­
tion whereby relationships develop is consistent with Heider1s 
(1958) notion that man seeks to "make sense" out of his environ­
ment in addition to a number of more recent attribution formula­
tions, (Kelley, 1967; Jones, et.. al^.,1972; Kelley, 1973) all of 
which ascribe to the view that individuals strive to make their 
behavior and the behavior of others predictable, trying in the 
process to develop causal structures which provide explanations 
for these behaviors. This prediction problem has also been expli­
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cated in detail by Miller & Steinberg (1975). Finally, theories 
of similarity suggest that individuals employ implicit personal­
ity theories. These theories allow people to link certain per­
sonality characteristics with others in a way to assist them in 
utilizing information gained in initial interactions and general­
ize on the basis of such information to determine whether others 
possess similar or dissimilar personality characteristics.
Although each theory is unique, providing contrasting views 
of the developmental process in which relationships are initia­
ted and move to increasingly deeper levels of intimacy, all 
acknowledge the important role played by openers.
Conversational Openers, Their Function and Descriptions
Goffman (1971) has cited the four functions served by 
"greeting behavior" as: (1) access, (2) information concerning
the relationship, (3) maintenance, and (4) information about 
status. A majority of research on "greetings" define their 
function or purpose as marking a transition between a period 
of absence and a period of increased access. It is perhaps 
for this reason that Goffman (1971) refers primarily to 
"greetings" as "access rituals" or "rituals that mark a change 
in the degree of acess" (p. 79). It seems therefore reason­
able to assume that access is central to any interpersonal re­
lationship and that a "greeting" may signal the degree of access- 
ability between individuals. -'Goffman (1971), in his original 
work, defined access.:,behavior_-in such a way as to apply only
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to those situations where individuals who were previously 
acquainted were re-establishing contact or in some way chan­
ging the degree of access between them. But, Krivonos &
Knapp (1975) expanded Goffman's original definition,suggesting 
that it applies equally well in cases where individuals are 
unacquainted: "the access function as described by Goffman is 
not limited to people who know each other...most of us also 
use greetings to open up access with those we do not know"
(p. 117). Krivonos & Knapp's (1975) study supported this 
notion by confirming that "'greetings' serve to signal the 
amount of accessibility... informing acquainted as well as 
unacquainted participants whether it was acceptable to move to 
other forms of interaction" (p. 123). Davis (1973, p. 4) 
describes the process in Goffman's access ritual whereby unac­
quainted individuals attempt to make initial contact as center­
ing on three steps:
1. determining whether a particular other possesses 
the "qualifiers" that make it worth his or her 
while to begin.
2. determining if the other is "cleared" for an en­
counter .
3. finding the "right opener" that will engage the 
other's attention.
The final step termed by Davis as "finding the right opener" 
has been the focus of much speculation, producing limited em­
pirical research and contradictory conclusions. The information 
we do possess comes primarily from two sources at opposite
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ends of the spectrum--the popular press and academic research. 
The two differ primarily in their presentation of conclusions, 
with the popular press as the proponent of the prescriptive 
techniques while a majority of scholarly literature has focused 
on generating broad categories around which appropriate openers 
are clustered.
Looking first to the popular press, Davis (1973) explains
the importance of choosing the right opener when he notes,
"The approacher has only a brief interval... in which 
to create that first impression on the basis of which 
the person he approaches determines the desirability 
of continuing the encounter. The approacher's opener 
and proposed integrating topics constitute the sample 
of his total personality from which the person he or 
she approaches will extrapolate a picture of him as a 
whole" (p. 7).
In discussing what constitutes successful or at least seemingly 
appropriate openers, a number of authors suggest the use of 
open ended questions in order to avoid the simple yes/no 
response. Davis (1973), along with Zunin (1972) notes that at 
least in Western societies the weather is often employed as an 
integrating topic and successfully because "it is always 
present" and usually "non-controversial". Additionally, Davis 
(1973, p. 6) posits that the most common openers are:
1. direct requests for encounters (as in "hello, may I 
join you?")
2. openers which request a service or provide one unasked 
for
3• commenting on visual peculiarities or accouterments
(as in, "that's a beautiful dress")
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Krivonos & Knapp (1975) in their study which attempted to cate­
gorize types of openers found verbal salutes, reference to 
others, personal inquiry and external referents as comprising 
the most common verbal behaviors in initial interactions.
Finally, Crockett & Friedman (1980) note that ingratiation 
which has been implicitly viewed distastefully in most academic 
research is being re-evaluated especially by self-help books 
on the acquaintance process because as the authors emphasize, 
expressing an interest in the opinions, values and activities 
of another "can hardly be considered inappropriate" (p. 90).
In contrast to the popular literature, a scholarly analysis 
of the acquaintance process and the role of openers focus on 
general areas rather than prescriptive "how to's".
Berger & Calabrese (1975), consistent with their theory of 
uncertainty reduction, feel that "the kinds of information asked 
for and given during the initial phases of the entry stage in a 
relationship are crucial for the development of inferences 
about the persons rendering the information" (p. 104). The 
vast majority of researchers (Simmel, 1950; Altman & Taylor,
1973; Berger & Calabrese, 1975 and Crockett & Friedman, 1980) 
agree that generally, relationships progress from impersonal 
levels to greater degrees of intimacy.; this progression is charac­
terized by the levels of communication which proceed along the 
same continuum— from impersonal demographic information to more 
personal idiosyncratic types of information. Altman & Taylor
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(197 3) support the progression concept by suggesting that 
"except for sterotyped modes of response, only limited dyadic 
synchrony occurs... between relative strangers there is little 
incidence of behavior unique to the dyad" (p. 137). Specifi­
cally, Altman &iTaylor (1973), describing "Stage I" or the 
orientation stage of the social penetration process, note 
that only a small part of the individual personality is exposed:
"individuals make only a small part of themselves 
accessible at the verbal, nonverbal or environmental 
levels of functioning. Their responses are not very 
rich or broad, reflect only the most superficial 
aspects of the personality, are often cloaked in 
cliches, reflect socially desirable modes of response 
and demonstrate little social uniqueness" (p. 136).
Much of the self disclosure research support the finding that
individuals are not likely to reveal intimate information about
themselves (Gozby, 1975; Gilbert, 1976 and Brandt, 1979).
Rubin (1979) adds additional support explaining:
"...when individuals interact with one another for 
the first time they can safely assume that others 
will not initially request that they reveal their 
deepest inner most secrets or analyze their values..."
(p. 13) .
The weight of the research reveals that question eliciting 
behavior resulting in the accumulation of demographic informa­
tion usually dominates the intial, phase of interactions. A 
number of studies suggest that the first two or three minutes 
of interaction between strangers are dominated by requests for 
and giving of biographical and demographic information (Berger, 
1973; Berger & Larimer, 1974; Berger, 1975; Berger, et. a l .,
17
1976; Rubin, 1975). This is consistent with Crockett & Friedman 
(1980) who observe that "information is acquired early in the 
initial exchange about the other person's social status, educa­
tional level, place of origin, etc., which might provide addi­
tional inferences about the individual's personal attributes" 
(p. 87). While a surface inspection would seem to indicate 
that such information is quite superficial and would be of lit­
tle consequence in the relationship, Berger (1975) underscores 
its importance by linking it to the previously mentioned con­
cepts of "proactive" and "retroactive" attributions:
"Although initial conversations dominated by bio­
graphical and demographic information might well 
be judged to be superficial, the position taken 
here is that such initial formation is crucial to 
the process of uncertainty reduction. Specifically, 
biographical and demographic information not only 
provide a basis for forming proactive attributions, 
such information also becomes relevant to the gen­
eration of retroactive attributions as the interac­
tion progresses" (p. 34).
This process of demographic information occurring repeatedly in 
initial interactions is explained by two researchers in the 
field, Berger (1973) and Rubin (1979), by way of Duck's (1973) 
theory of "filtering". Essentially, Duck's findings paralleled 
those of Berger (1973) in that differences were found to exist 
in the types of constructs used to describe others who had just 
been met and others whom subjects had known for some time. 
Emerging from the data was a clear difference, with more demo­
graphic or role constructs used to describe new acquaintances
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while more psychological (personality) constructs were used to 
describe well-known others. In other words, significantly more 
"role" (demographic) constructs were used to describe others 
who had just been met and significantly fewer "psychological 
constructs". Rubin (1979) hypothesizes that lower order fil­
ters allow more demographic constructs to emerge in initial 
interactions and these may be subordinate to psychological con­
structs which emerge as relationships progress. Berger and 
Calabrese (1975) cite Goffman's concept of "maintaining face" 
as a possible explanation for the emergence of biographical 
data in initial interactions. They explain that persons fre­
quently assist each other in their performances so that each 
interactant will maintain face. In the same way, initial inter­
actants seek to lessen uncertainty in a nondisruptive manner by 
avoiding issues of value and seeking biographical and demogra­
phic information. As the authors point out: "dissimilarities
in these areas have a relatively trivial negative impact, while 
the positive impact is two-fold: (1) it reduces uncertainty and
(2) it leads to predictions about similarity and dissimilarity 
in other areas" (p. 103).
Contrasted with the above are more recent studies that have 
cast doubt on the idea that initial interaction is always domin­
ated by demographic seeking question behavior. Recent inquiries 
into the area, specifically Rubin (1979) and Crockett & Friedman 
(1980), qualify the findings suggesting that demographics may be
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the consequent of the ambiguous or specific nature of the 
context rather than a characteristic solely of initial con­
tacts. As Rubin (1979) explains: "when the context focuses
the participant interaction upon specific issues, even stran­
gers will bypass the exchange of demographic and other super­
ficial information to concentrate upon deeper, issue-related 
matters" (p. 92).
While basic models of initiation seem to be intuitively 
appealing and supported by a great body of respectable if not 
extensive research, a critical examination of concepts as well 
as an increase in the depth of theoretical explanation has 
been called for by a number of researchers (Crockett & Friedman, 
1980; Osterkamp, 1980; Berger, 1980; Ellis, 1980; Delia, 1980). 
Delia (1980) summarizes the essence of controversy and indict­
ments of present theories when he notes that "much more is going 
on than is captured in present theories of relational develop­
ment" (p. 102). Osterkamp (1980) argues that models like Altman 
& Taylor1s relational exchange theory should not be viewed as an 
absolute explanation for the interaction between males and 
females. Osterkamp, in contrast to Altman & Taylor, supports her 
claim, hypothesizing that a new mode of interacting may' be moving 
into the forefront where individuals in initial interactions may 
feel comfortable discussing core values and beliefs immediately. 
She goes on to cite a recent thesis, (Furrer, in Osterkamp, 1980) 
that in partially replicating Chaikin & Derlega's (1974) study
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on norm breaking found contradictory results indicating no
support for the idea that students react to disclosure of
intimate information in initial interactions as if it were
counter-normative or inappropriate.
Osterkamp (1980) and Ellis (1980) both argue for models
and theoretical constructs that explain situations of "instant
intimacy" as well as deviations from what was once considered
grammatically correct behavior in initial interactions. As
Ellis (1980) explains’:
"...we have no way of knowing or explaining why 
instant intimacy occurs in those situations where 
behavior exchanges and communication are more typi­
cal of later relational stages. The participants 
must be coding the exchanges as nonintimate or see­
ing the situation as one which allows for a more 
intimate exchange..." (p. 106).
In addition to lacking theoretical constructs and explanations 
there has also been a failure on the part of relational resear­
chers to examine the dimensions by which individuals perceive 
openers. Crockett & Friedman (1980) allude to the existence 
of dimensions and their value for relational study when they 
speculate that perhaps other qualities besides those thought 
to be traditionally important,: i.e. similarity and attractive­
ness, are also relevant. For instance, they suggest that other 
determinants of desirability may be unconsciously operating as 
individuals respond to openers including, "wit, "intelligence", 
"articulateness", "imaginativeness" and "humor". Uniqueness is
Aanother element that has figured prominantly as an attribute
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of effective communication style and favorable impression 
leaving (Brandt, 1980). Any or all of the above mentioned 
elements may play a central role in determining if the en­
counter continues, has a significant impact on one's feeling 
of liking another and ultimately on the appropriateness by 
which individuals perceive and judge initial overtures.
A final indictment which has befallen current theories 
of relational initiation and development has surfaced with 
respect to heightened awareness and the central role this 
reliance on psychological processes has had on diverting at­
tention away from the crucial role of context. As Delia 
(1980) explains:
"the implicit emphasis on the processes of psycho­
logical decision making tends to direct attention 
away from consideration of the role of social con­
text in structuring our decisions concerning the 
continuation of relationships at the point of ini­
tial interaction" (p. 97).
The Role of Context in Studying Openers
Although academic research has sought to discover universal 
explanations for loving and the relational steps that lead to 
intimacy, it would appear that such development is undeniably 
attached to context. In light of this hypothesis it would seem 
only reasonable for there to exist considerable if not,a n :extensive 
body of knowledge linking openers and their perceived efficacy 
with contexts. As Ellis (1980, p. 105) explains, such is not
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the case: "people in interactions have received the most atten­
tion", and while Ellis goes on to agree that the quality and 
type of information exchanged in initial interactions is cer­
tainly a function of the people within a situation, he laments 
that situational aspects of the generalizations furthered by 
current theories have not been studied in depth. In contrast : 
to the focus currently given the concept of deliberate action, 
Delia (1980), posits a hypothesis suggesting that relationships 
may emerge as accompaniments to ongoing activities rather than 
as the overt focus of an individual's pursuit. In this parti­
cular instance, Delia might be describing a relationship which 
evolved out of an employment context. While this situation is 
familiar to us all, it may require a type of opener quite dif­
ferent from that allowed in informal settings. In light of 
the limited knowledge surrounding these differences, we are 
unable to consciously evalute their impact on our ability to 
open with others.
A number of current researchers have emphasized the pit­
falls of an approach lacking in situational awareness. Knapp 
(1978) suggests that "none but the most foolhardy would guaran­
tee success of any message or opener without knowledge of the 
context in which it was used" (p. 110). Zunin (1972) likewise 
explains that a conversation contact "may win friends and influ­
ence people in one situation, while the same verbal approach 
in other circumstances may be disastrous" (p. 32).
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Baxter (1980) underscores the importance of considering 
context by suggesting that without a knowledge of how individ­
uals perceive the context we cannot generalize our findings 
to "real world" people or situations:
"The relevance of our research to the real world can 
never be enhanced until communicologists become cog­
nizant of the situation. Our research is situation- 
bound in the perceptions of our respondents or re­
search subjects but, we often do not know: (1) what
the situation is because we have not focused on it
(2) how the research situation mirrors the situations 
of life because we don't study them" (p. 30).
An example of how situations cannot be defined independently 
of the actor' s perception about situationally appropriate be­
haviors is given by Altman & Taylor (1973) in their descrip­
tion of the "away-from-home conventioneers" who, as Altman 
and Taylor explain, often define deviant behavior as appro­
priate because they are not functioning within the normal 
constraints of family and community.
One of the critical issues which surrounds the study of 
context is the semantic ambiguity that accompanies its dis­
cussion in the literature. As Baxter (1980) found: "collect­
ively, the conceptualizations of the situation construct lack 
consensus and thus surround the term in a fog of semantic 
fuzziness" (p. 25). Context has been alternately defined in 
the literature as "activity, relationships, immediate setting 
and socio-historical location" (Baxter, 1980, p. 28) and 
as an "intact assembly of people, objects, time and space, the
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configuration of which all coalesce to constrain interaction 
in stable ways1 (Ellis, 1980, p. 105). Goffman (1959) on the 
other hand extends the social situation to include needs, 
values and perceptions of individuals. For Goffman the social 
actors and the situation are inextricably linked. The situa­
tion places cultural demands on actors to "read" and "play" 
certain roles. Extensions of the situation like that pro­
posed by Goffman would also include the sex of the initiator 
and how being male or female and cast in the role of initia­
tor would impact on the effectiveness of opening behaviors. 
This sex difference and its effect on the appropriateness of 
certain initiating behaviors may have the most noticeable 
impact on women in initial interactions. For as Zunin (1972) 
explains: "The burden of appearing forward is still being
borne by the American female" (p.61) and as Markel et. a l .,
(1976) substantiate "many of the behaviors on which men and 
women have been found, to differ are related to initiation"
(p. 357).
The findings of previous research on context are limited 
and inconclusive in assessing its impact. Altman and Taylor 
(1973), expressing difficulty in determining which specific 
situations make a difference, cite the dimensions of formal­
ity and informality as probably relevant to facilitating or 
slowing down the process of interpersonal exchange. Knapp, 
(1978) agreeing with Altman and Taylor, hypothesizes that
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familiar environments, even though they may be perceived 
as formal or public in nature will allow for greater flex­
ibility in communication than an unfamiliar environment 
perceived as informal and private. An example of these dif­
ferences can be described on the one hand by the instrumental 
or work relationship which Altman and Taylor (197 3) acknow­
ledge as generally producing a lower and less rapid rate of 
social penetration, since the emphasis is typically directed 
toward the job rather than toward "maintenance function"
(p. 161), or on the other hand by what the authors refer to 
as "informal settings in which the social penetration process 
is apt to proceed more quickly" (p. 162). Davis (1973) 
explains that settings, as well as guiding the rate of social 
penetration, also act as a facilitator in initial interactions. 
Davis cites specific associations like attendance at a poli­
tical rally or underground film festival,public spectacles 
such as fires,or complaining about technical breakdowns as 
all acting to provide individuals with automatic openers and 
integrating topics.
By far the greatest controversy and at the same time con­
fusion has evolved from the discussion of ambiguous and spe­
cific context and their impact on initial interaction. In 
Rubin's (1979) exploration of context and its effect on infor­
mation seeking across initial interactions, she used context 
to refer to situations in relation to the amount of uncertainty
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present. In Rubin's terms, "specific context" referred to
situations involving a relatively lower amount of uncertainty
while, "ambiguous context" referred to situations in which a
high degree of uncertainty was present (p. 13). Berger (1973),
in an early study, while not specifying specific situations,
hypothesized that information which was situationally relevant
would occur first and then demographic inquiries would appear.
Rubin (1979), supporting the hypothesis of Berger, found that
ambiguity or specificity of an anticipated interaction context
is related to both the type of information that is most salient
to the individual and the amount of information needed for an
impression to be formed.
Several researchers (Berger, 1975; Rubin, 1979; Baxter,
1980) have called for a more thorough examination of the role
of context in initial interactions. Rubin (1979), realizing
the need, stated the case most succinctly when she noted:
"...it may be fruitful to compare various ambiguous 
contexts with a different type of specific context.
Not only would this clarify the ambiguous/specific 
dichotomy, but it would lead to more elaboration and 
taxonomy of the contexts within which people meet and 
of their role in specifying communication within con­
texts" (p. 20) .
Delia (1980), noting that much of the dissatisfaction and unsuc­
cessful initial encounters that people experience center around 
the differences in what is perceived as appropriate to a speci­
fic situation, adds support to the notion that it is important 
not only to examine the dimensions by which people judge the
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appropriateness of openers but to go one step further to deter­
mine if these dimensions differ with respect to context.
Statement of Hypothesis
Typically, openers are implicitly assumed to be undimen- 
sional, either effective or ineffective. Such a stipulation 
implies that openers are more or less static, rather than sub­
ject to variables of context. What is needed then is empiri­
cal evidence establishing the criteria that are in fact used 
by individuals to evaluate openers.
CHAPTER III
METHODS
The subjects, materials, and procedures used in the 
study are described in this chapter.
To address the five research questions, this study 
was carried out in two parts: (1) a preliminary quali­
tative phase, and (2) a primary experiemftnal phase.
Methodologists have suggested the strength of this 
combined approach by noting that while qualitative descrip­
tions play the important role of suggesting possible rela­
tionships, causes, effects, and even dynamic processes, 
the only fully adequate way to test the existence of dimen­
sions or the relationship between variables is through 
statistical analysis (McCall & Simmons, 1969).
For purposes of clarity, the method for each of the 
two phases of the study will be reported separately.
THE PRELIMINARY QUALITATIVE STUDY
The purpose of this initial phase of the study was 
to qualitatively explore male and female perceptions about 
conversational openers.
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Sub i ects
The subjects for the preliminary phase were volunteers 
from an upper division Male/Female Communication class at the 
University of Montana. Although limited in size, it was felt 
that subjects from this sample would provide an expertise and 
richness of data not found in a more global sample.
Twenty-five individuals including thirteen females and 
twelve males completed an initial questionnaire. The question­
naire was designed to elicit information about the subjects 
perceptions of appropriate and inappropriate contexts and 
types *of conversational openers between members of the opposite 
sex.
Sincd the sample was not taken randomly, the following 
demographic information was provided to describe the nature of 
the sample more fully.
Subjects ranged in age from 20 to 49 with a large per­
centage falling between the ages of 21 and 30. The distribu­
tion of subjects by age may be found in Table I.
TABLE I
  Distribution of Preliminary Subjects by A g e ____
Age Frequency Age Frequency
20 1 29 2
21 3 31 1
22 2 32 2
23 2 33 1
24 2 36 1
25 1 38 1
26 1 47 1
27 1 49 1
28 2 Total 25
30
Eleven individuals including seven females and four males 
reported they were married or involved in an exclusive roman­
tic relationship.
Additionally, all subjects reported English as their 
native language, thus alleviating the possibility that cultural 
differences might account for an unexplained variance.
Materials and Administration
The materials consisted of an open-ended questionnaire. , 
Twelve questions appeared in the preliminary questionnaire an 
addressed the following research issues: (1) five questions
attempted to elicit examples of different types of openers for 
both males and females, (2) three questions focused on differ­
ent contexts that were perceived as appropriate or inappropriate 
places to open with members of the opposite sex, (3) two ques­
tions concentrated on the qualitites individuals saw as charac­
teristic of effective and ineffective openers, and (4) a final 
question asked subjects whether they felt there were differences 
in what was appropriate for men and women when opening with a 
member of the opposite sex.
Subjects were asked to respond to the above areas by pro­
viding as many examples as possible from both personal exper­
iences and hypothetical situations. For each example the sub­
ject identified they were asked to provide at some length,
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descriptions of the qualities that made the openers or con­
text appropriate or inappropriate.
The preliminary questionnaire, along with a cover sheet 
containing detailed instructions to insure proper completion 
were distributed to volunteers in the Male/Female Communica­
tion class. (See Appendix A)
Subjects were allowed appproximately 45 minutes to com­
plete the questionnaire. Upon completion, the respondents 
were thanked for their participation and instructed to con­
tact the researcher if a summary and discussion of the research 
was desired.
Method of Analysis
The data generated by the open-ended questionnaire was 
recorded in two sets on 3 x 5  note cards and separated into 
the following categories: (1) specific examples of effective
and ineffective openers, (2) appropriate and inappropriate 
contexts in which to open with members of the opposite sex,
(3) qualities of effective and ineffective openers, and (4) 
differences in appropriateness for males and females when 
opening with members of the opposite sex.
To address the first research question, "Can openers be 
organized into explanatory typologies?", it was necessary to 
perform a qualitative assessment of the opener examples pro-
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vided by respondents.
The assessment was carried out by a trained qualitative 
judge who was given a total of 130 openers, recorded separately 
on 3 x 5 cards. The judge was then provided with ten separate 
cards, each containing a category of openers. The ten opener 
types were generated by Krivonos and Knapp (1975) in a study 
of openers between acquainted and unacquainted males in a lab­
oratory setting. The categories along with descriptions were 
as follows:
1. Verbal salutes - Single words or phrases signaling 
presence of the other interactant and initiating 
interaction. Includes personal and impersonal pro­
nouns .
2. Personal Inquiry - Questions seeking general personal 
information or questions which indicate concern about 
other participants.
3. Maintenance - An indication of maintenance when there 
has been no previous relationship.
4. Compliments - Statements expressing positive value 
judgement about the other person or anything related 
to him.
5. External Referent - Always has major reference to 
things outside the interaction or the participants.
6. Reference to Self - Statement referring only to the 
information about the speaker or his situation.
7. Accentuators - Single words used for emphasis--can1t 
stand alone.
8. Apologizers - Statement expressing apology for intro­
ducing interaction,
9- Witticism - Humorous words or phrases.
10. Topic Initiation - Moving conversation to a topic of
concern.
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The judge was instructed to code the opener under the most 
representative category, thus eliminating the possibility of 
overlaps.
The second research.question, "Are there contexts that 
are perceived as appropriate or inappropriate places to open 
with a member of the opposite sex?", was answered through a 
frequency analysis of subject responses. This analysis re­
vealed representative appropriate and inappropriate contexts.
To answer the final qualitative research issue, "What 
are the dimensions of judgement that individuals use in eval­
uating openers between members of the opposite sex?", subjects 
were asked to provide qualities of effective and ineffective 
openers.
The qualities, previously recorded on 3 x 5 cards and 
divided with respect to effectiveness and ineffectiveness were 
submitted to three trained raters.
Independently the raters were instructed to match effec­
tive and ineffective qualities to form bipolar scales. For 
example, if friendly was listed as a quality characteristic 
of an effective opener and unfriendly as representative of an 
ineffective opener, the two would be placed together forming 
a bipolar scale. In instances where an opposite could not be 
found, raters were told to provide their own.
Using a descriptive approach (McCall's & Simmons, 1969), 
raters were asked to invent categories or dimensions most repre-
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sentative of the qualities provided by respondents. Bipolar 
scales were then clustered under the most representative 
dimensions.
Strikingly similar uniformities emerged between the di­
mensions created by two of the raters, resulting in a coef­
ficient of agreement equaling ..54. In light of the agreement 
between two of the raters, those dimensions provided by the 
third judge were omitted from the experimental portion of the 
study. This descriptive approach resulted in fifty pairs of 
adjectives clustered under five dimensions of judgement.
As a final procedure to reduce the fifty scales to a 
more manageable size of five representative scales per dimen­
sion, judges were asked to rate the scales on a continuum 
from 1-5, with 1 representing a quality nearest the actual 
dimension. Only those scales with a mean rating of two or 
less were accepted.
THE PRIMARY STUDY
The purpose of this portion of the study was to empirically 
test the qualitative conclusions generated in phase one.
Sub i ects
The subjects for this phase of the study were solicited 
from the summer student population at the University of Montana.
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Volunteers were obtained, for the most part, from Interper­
sonal Communication classes. Every effort was made to avoid 
foldback error by excluding subjects who had participated in 
the initial study.
Sixty individuals participated in the primary study 
including equal numbers of males and females. Subjects 
ranged in age from 19 to 40 with the largest percentage falling 
between the ages of 21 to 30. The distribution of subjects 
by age may be found in Table 2.
TABLE 2
Distribution of Primary Subjects by Age
Age Frecruency Aqe Frecrui
19 3 28 4
20 3 29 3
21 10 30 5
22 8 31 2
23 4 32 3
24 3 33 1
25 5 36 1
26 2 40 1
27 2 Total 60
Because there did not appear to be differences in the 
way married and unmarried individuals responded to the quali­
tative portion of the study, subjects in the experimental phase 
were not required to report marital status.
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To control for cultural differences, individuals not 
reporting English as their native lanuage were excluded 
from consideration. Specifically a student population was 
chosen because the individuals in such a sample were thought 
to be at a point of development where issues of relational 
initiation with members of the opposite sex would be particu­
larly salient. Despite the age diversity of this particular 
student population, the claim is not made that it is a sample 
representative of the general population nor is it intended 
to provide conclusions generalizable to the public as a whole.
Materials and Administration
In light of the similarity between this phase of the 
study and the general measurement of connotative meaning, 
those procedures followed by Osgood, Suci and Tannenbaum 
(1957) in constructing the semantic differential and Berio,
Lemert and Mertz (1970) in evaluating message sources served 
as analogue procedures.
To determine if the bipolar scales generated by subjects 
in the qualitative phase of this study were in fact repre­
sentative of the dimensions individuals use to judge openers. And 
further, to explore whether dimensions change depending on the 
sex of the rater, the context, and the opener type, a 2 x 2 x 5 
factorial design was used. The design included blocking be­
tween sexes and repeated measures across two contexts (appro-
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priate and inappropriate) and five opener types.
The independent variables of context along with opener 
types were presented in scenarios which were judged on the 
dependent variable, consisting of thirty biopolar adjectival 
scales. The bipolar adjectives bound a seven point scale 
and reflected the five dimensions of judgement created in the 
qualitative assessment.
The scenario method of data gathering was used because 
it offered one of the most effective means of empirically ex­
ploring the propriety of social actions and the meanings of 
those actions within particular contexts (Harre1 and Mischel, 
1974) .
In developing scenarios, an effort was made to create 
situations that would be recognizable to subjects and would 
elicit a range of responses from positive through neutral to 
negative. Additionally, the scenarios were constructed to 
include the five opener types across appropriate and inappro­
priate contexts. For instance, an opener like, "What a beau­
tiful smile", would appear in an appropriate as well as in­
appropriate context.
Scenarios and scales were then combined into a test book­
let and accompanied by a cover sheet which provided detailed 
instructions for proper completion of the scales. (See Appen­
dix B) As a final oral instruction, respondents were told to
/
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visualize that the person opening the conversation within the 
scenario was a member of the opposite sex.
Scenarios were counter balanced within booklets so as to 
present each one in every possible order. Further, the polar­
ity of the scales was reversed randomly to control for ordering 
effects. Finally, two alternate orders of the scales were 
created to minimize patterned responses.
Test booklets were distributed to volunteers in several 
lower division communication classes. Again, subjects were 
allowed 45 minutes to complete the booklet and upon completion 
thanked for their participation in the study and instructed 
to contact the researcher if a summary of the research was 
desired.
Statistical Procedure
In order to determine whether the standards of judgement 
for evaluating conversational openers actually encompassed 
the five dimensions generated within the earlier qualitative 
study, the thirty scales representing the five dimensions were 
subjected to a factor analysis. The analysis employed a prin­
cipal components method with varimax orthogonal rotation.
Given the preliminary nature of the intial factor analy­
sis, a liberal criteria was used for selecting the most appro­
priate solution. This criteria necessitated that each factor
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include at least two scales with a primary loading of .60 
or more and load no higher than .30 on any additional fac­
tor .
At the completion of the factor analysis for total sub­
jects and males and females independently, three factors 
emerged.
The scales representing the factors that emerged were 
combined into separate dependent measures for analysis of 
variance to determine the effects of sex, context and opener 
types upon each of the dimensions.
CHAPTER IV
ANALYSES AND RESULTS
The results of the qualitative assessment of data ex­
ploring male and female perceptions about conversational 
openers as well as statistical analyses empirically testing 
the qualitative conclusions of the sludy are presented in 
this chapter.
Qualitative conclusions include the results of the analy- 
sis-df specific openers which provided an explanatory typology 
of openers and results of the exploration of appropriate as 
well as inappropriate contexts in which to initiate. Addi­
tionally, qualitative assessment provided insight into the 
dimensions of judgement used by individuals in evaluating con­
versational openers between members of the opposite sex, and 
finally, a qualitative analysis of whether dimensions of 
judgement change depending on. the sex of the initiator.
Quantitative conclusions testing the empirical validity 
of quantitative hypotheses include the results of the quanti­
tative analysis of the dimensions of judgement employed by in­
dividuals in judging conversational openers between members 
of the opposite sex and the results of an analysis of variance
40
41
to determine whether differences existed in dimensions of 
judgement of types of openers depending upon the sex of the 
rater and the appropriateness of the context.
Research Question til: Opener Types
Question One focused on specific openers and their or­
ganization into explanatory typologies.
One hundred thirty openers were generated from the initial 
open-ended questionnaire which asked respondents to provide 
examples of effective and ineffective openers they had used 
or heard used by both males and females.
A qualitative rater coded the 130 openers into five of 
the original ten opener categories generated by Krivonos &
Knapp (1975) in an earlier study exploring conversational 
openers between male acquainted and unacquainted dyads.
Openers generated in the present study were coded into the 
following five categories: (1) Verbal Salutes, (2) Personal
Inquiries, (3) External Referents, (4) Compliments, and 
(5) References to Self (Appendix C ) . The reason that open­
ers in the present study were categorized into only five of 
the original ten categories highlighted by Krivonos & Knapp, 
can perhaps be explained by the fact that Krivonos & Knapp's 
study only explored male dyads.
Verbal Salutes, defined as a single word or phrase sig-
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naling the presence of the other interactant and initiating 
.interaction, included 19 incidents accounting for 14.66 of the 
total openers. A frequency count revealed that "Hey Baby" and 
"Hi" were the openers most representative of this category.
The phrase "Hey Baby" was chosen over "Hi" to be included in 
the scenarios, employed in the primary quantitative portion 
of the study, because it was present in several forms (e.g., 
"Hiya Babe", "Hi Handsome" etc.) and was listed as both a male
I
and female opener. "Hi'!,dn the other hand was atypical of this 
category in that it was the only verbal salute described by 
respondents as effective, and then, only for females and accom­
panied by a smile. The ineffective nature of the majority of 
verbal salutes was explained by the fact that a number of re­
spondents, both male and female, perceived them as "rude" or 
"too familiar".
Personal Inquiries, questions seeking either general or 
personal information about participants, contained 35 incidents 
or 26.96 of the total number of openers. Analysis revealed 
that the opener, "I haven't seen you here before", was most 
characteristic of this category, accounting for a total of five 
incidents. It is interesting to note a sex difference with 
respect to this particular category, although men perceived 
personal inquiries to be appropriate and highly effective, 
women indicated such inquiries were appropriate openers only
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when seeking the most general demographic information. This 
observation is supported by the fact that of the 18 ineffec­
tive openers in this category, 16 were by females of men using 
this type of opener. As one female respondent explained: "a
guy asks you to dance and then asks all kinds of questions 
(e.g. where do I live, am I a student), they are just too 
pushy and so many do it."
External Referents, defined as referring to things out­
side the interaction or participants, included 27 incidents 
and accounted for 20.76 of total openers. The most represen­
tative opener in this category were comments about the weather 
(e.g., "nice day", "good weather for a picnic, etc.) A large 
percentage of external referents were viewed by respondents 
as effective ways to open conversations with members of the 
opposite sex. The one exception to the effectiveness of ex­
ternal referents concerned comments focused on the weather. 
Although males perceived openers using the weather as a topic 
of conversation to be effective, females viewed such openers 
as ineffective, and indicating "uncomfortableness" or a "lack 
of significant things to say'1.
By far the largest category of opener types were compli­
ments. Compliments, explained as statements which expressed 
positive value judgements about another person or anything 
related to him, comprised 37 incidents of 28.46 of the total
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number of openers. The majority of compliments were judged 
effective by both males and females. Those compliments per­
ceived as ineffective fell into two areas: (1) males expres­
sing compliments to females that were of a sexual nature, and 
(2) females opening with a compliment and perceived by males 
as "coming on too strong". The most representative effective 
openers for the overall category were statements focusing on 
eyes, smiles or personal qualities such as the following open­
er: "I've been noticing you and I wanted to say you have
really good energy".
The smallest category, labeled reference to self, accoun­
ted for 9.26 of total openers and included 12 incidents. The 
most representative opener for this category was in the form 
of the introduction, "Hi, my name is ____________ ", which com­
prised one-half of the 12 total incidents. With the exception 
of the introductions which were judged effective by respondents, 
all other references to self in this particular sample were 
perceived as ineffective.
Research Question #2: Appropriate and Inappropriate Contexts
Research question two sought to explore whether there 
were certain contexts that were perceived as appropriate or 
inappropriate places to open with members of the opposite sex.
In response to an open-ended question, respondents generated 
a total of 178 contexts, 120 appropriate and 58 inappropriate
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places to open with a member of the opposite sex (Appendix D ) .
Using a frequency analysis, five contexts were found to 
be the most appropriate situations for initiating a conversa­
tion with a member of the opposite sex. They included; bars, 
parties, schools, athletic events, and public transportation.
In light of the above examples, it was concluded that appro­
priate opening contexts fall into three general areas: (1)
Contexts individuals frequent in order to meet members of the 
oposite sex (e.g., bars & parties), (2) contexts that act as 
a facilitator of discussion and provide automatic openings 
(e.g., cultural events, athletic event & school), and (3) con­
texts in which people are often along and initiating is rela­
tively nonthreatening and does not require a loss of anonymity 
(e.g., planes, buses, trains & casual restaurants).
Within the 58 inappropriate contexts cited by respondents, 
five situations most frequently mentioned included; grocery 
shopping, sunbathing/reading, hospital waiting rooms, and on 
the street, and churches.
An interesting male/female difference in contexts was 
revealed with respect to churches as an initiating context. 
Although 5 of the 12 male respondents listed a church as an 
inappropriate place to initiate a conversation with a member 
of the opposite sex, 6 of the 13 females cited church as a 
very appropriate context in which to open with males. Due to 
the ambiguous nature of the church context, it was included 
in scenarios as an inappropriate context to test whether em-
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pirical testing would disclose a significant male/female 
difference with respect to conversational openers in the 
church realm.
The above inappropriate contexts were also clustered 
into three representative areas: (1) contexts in which indi­
viduals are engaged singularly in a focused activity (e.g., 
grocery shopping, reading, sunbathing and work), (2) stress
situations (e.g., hospital, funerals), and (3) on the street.
"On the street" was cited numberous times as an inap­
propriate place to open a conversation by both males and fe­
males. It was speculated that the overwhelming inappro­
priateness of opening with a member of the opposite sex on the 
street could be a result of the ambiguity surrounding such a 
situation. Because individuals have difficulty defining a 
situation in light of almost total ambiguity they feel uncom­
fortable and attempt to avoid it.
Research Question #3: Qualitative Reports of Sex Differences
In order to qualitatively determine whether dimensions of 
judgement about conversational openers change, depending on 
whether the initiator is male or female, subjects responding
to the initial open-ended questionnaire were asked if they saw
sdifferences in what was appropriate for men and women when 
initiating conversations.
Responses to the above question were fairly evenly divi-
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ded. Thirteen subjects, 7 males and 6 females indicated dif­
ferences did exist between males and females when initiating 
conversations with members of the opposite sex. An additional 
twelve subjects, 7 females and 5 males indicated that no dif­
ferences existed between the sexes with respect to initiating 
behavior.
Those respondents who suggested that differences did 
exist in what was appropriate initiating behavior between the 
sexes, noted that females relied more on passive forms of non­
verbal initiation (e.g., smiling, eye contact and proxemics), 
whereas it was more appropriate for men to initiate verbally. 
These patterns were characterized by responses like; "a girl 
should be quiet and demure, while a guy should show off his 
masculinity" or "a female can use her sex as an advantage—  
just a simple hello and a nice smile is the most appealing 
and effective opener a woman can use".
Respondents further suggested that when a female used 
verbal openers they usually took the form of flattery or com­
pliments but men most commonly discuss the situation, common 
interests or ideas. One woman, while acknowledging women's 
liberation and a rapidly changing society, suggested it was 
still "improper" for women to do the chasing. A man shared 
his feelings explaining that he felt women perceived men to be 
more "turned off" by directness than they actually were.
Although there did not appear to be patterns correlating
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age with positive or negative response to research question 
#3, several interesting answers are worth noting. For in­
stance, one woman suggested that "younger people are more 
traditional about the roles the sexes play in initiation, but 
the pendulum swings back with age". A contradictory hypo­
thesis was offered by another respondent who stated, "people 
over 30 expect the male to be more direct."
Answers to the open-ended questionnaire supported many 
of the above hypothesis. For example, under opener types, a 
far greater number of compliments were labeled as being appro­
priate openers for females but inappropriate for males. Al­
though as a collective, verbal salutes were viewed by all re­
spondents as ineffective, those verbal salutes attributed with 
effective qualities were used by females and included a simple 
"Hi" followed by a smile.
Additionally, in the area of personal inquiries, although 
men perceived these types of openers as highly effective, fe­
males felt that all except very general demographic questions 
were too probing and essentially a turn off.
A final interesting pattern in male/female differences 
arose when describing the qualities of effective and ineffec­
tive openers. Men tended to describe qualities of the indiv­
idual performing the opening (e.g., confident, suave, intelli­
gent and tactless), whereas women focused on the qualities of 
the opener itself (e.g., positive, light, humerous, rude & 
cliche').
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Even though the quantitative assessment of differences 
between the sexes with respect to initiating behavior did not 
result in significant differences it seems safe to suggest 
that despite the advent of women's liberation, women remain, 
for the most part in a passive role while men assume the part 
of the aggressor.
Research Question #4: Qualities for Judging Openers
Research question four, which focused on the dimensions 
of judgement employed by individuals in evaluating conversa­
tional openers between members of the opposite sex, was an­
swered through a two step process of analysis. Trained 
judges carried out a qualitative assessment of the data gen­
erated by respondents in an'swering the question, "What are the 
qualities of an effective/ineffective opener". (Appendix E)
The dimensions created in the qualitative assessment were 
empirically tested through a quantitative analysis, both pro­
cesses will be reported here.
Judges, using a qualitative descriptive approach (McCall 
& Simmons, 1969), produced 50 pairs of bipolar adjectives and 
clustered them under five dimensions of judgement. Using a 
1-5 rating scale, 1 indicating that a scale was closest to the 
actual dimension it represented, judges were able to reduce 
the 50 pairs of adjectives to a total of 30 scales or six rep­
resentative scales per dimension. (Appendix F)
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The dimensions of judgement which emerged in the quali­
tative phase of the study included the following factors:
(1) competent, (2) imaginative, (3) relevant, (4) sincere, 
and (5) safe. Cohen’s test of reliability (Cohen, 1960) 
revealed a coefficient of agreement of .54 for the five cate­
gories generated by the two judges.
In order to empirically test the validity of the five- 
factor solution which emerged through qualitative analysis, 
subjects were asked to employ them as rating scales in jud­
ging scenarios, this data was then submitted to a principal 
components factor analysis with varimax rotation. This ini­
tial factor analysis, consistent with the qualitative conclu­
sions, produced a five factor solution for the overall matrix 
of judgements from male and female subjects combined. A second 
and third factor analysis was done separately for female ratings 
and then for the male ratings. Factor analyses by sex produced 
a five factor solution for females and a seven factor solution 
for males. (Appendix G)
In light of the poorly defined nature of factors 4 and 5 
which emerged from the five factor solution for the overall ma­
trix and because of the low primary loadings of scales included 
under these factors, they were discarded from further analyses.
Data was submitted to a final factor analysis, to reduce 
the overall matrix to a three factor solution (refer to Table 
3) .
TABLE 3
Three Factor Analysis for Overall Matrix
(Social
Original-trite 
--Appropriate-inappropriate 
5-Understandable-confusing
3-Genuine-phoney
p~Friendly-too intimate 
C-> Humorous-dull 
^t-At ease-nervous 
Interesting-boring 
5 '-Honest-dishonest
Believable-unbelievable 
Witty-cliche'
-Refined-awkward 
Meaningful-irrelevant 
5— Considerate-inconsiderate 
Subtle-bold
Imaginative-unimaginative 
Natural-unnatural 
L-Trivial-relevant 
■ 5Sincere-insincere 
p - Threatening—nonthreatening 
<E_l Unique-common 
^-Confident-shy 
^-Informative-meaningless
4- Concerned-indifference 
Pleasant-rude 
Creative-used
jS_ Tactful-tact less
5-Ignorant-knowledgable 
Other directed-self directed
•X— Aggressive-passive
Factor 3 
(Aggression)
0. 15 0.72 -0.12
0. 74 0.06 -0.07
0.61 0.02 0.12
0. 65 0.39 0.00
0.70 0.07 -0.13
0.07 0.55 0. 18
0.34 0.04 0. 54
0. 36 0.59 0. 14
0. 68 0.28 0.05
0. 67 0. 16 0.06
0.14 0.74 -0.01
0. 58 0.15 0.17
0.42 0.46 0.18
0.67 0.25 -0.14
0. 34 0.06 -0.50
0. 14 0.82 -0.07
0.72 0.00 0.11
0.34 0.44 0.08
0.68 0.36 0.00
0.59 0.02 -0.18
-0. 24 0.67 -0.04
0 . 11 0.04 0.60
0.35 0.46 0.12
0.32 0.49 0.04
0.76 0.22 -0.09
0.05 0.78 -0.11
0.61 0.28 -0.08
0.55 0.42 0.00
0.21 0.19 -0.08
0. 33 -0.02 -0.65
Factor 1 Factor 2
Sensitivity) (Creativity)
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A similar analysis was conducted for males and females separate­
ly. (Appendix H) The three factor solution revealed the fol­
lowing dimensions of judgement which were labeled: (1) Social
Sensitivity, (2) Creativity, and (3) Agression.
For all subsequent analyses, only those scales most re­
presentative of the three factors were retained. Using a 
60/30 criteria (i.e. primary loadings above .60 and no second­
ary loadings above .30), 9 scales were retained under the 
Social Sensitivity Factor, 5 items were retained under the 
Creativity Factor, and 2 scales were included within the Ag­
gression Factor. All remaining scales were discarded because 
of ambiguous discrimination between primary and secondary 
loadings. The one exception to the 60/30 criteria occurred 
in the two scales representing the Aggression Factor. Despite 
somewhat low primary loadings for both the aggressive and con­
fident scale, neither loaded significantly high on the two 
remaining factors, thus the factor of Aggression was included 
for purpose of further analysis.
Research Question #5: Effects of Sex. Context and Opener Types
This question sought to answer whether differences ex­
isted in the dimensions of judgement of types of openers de­
pending upon the sex of the rater and the appropriateness of 
the context. Question Five was answered in the primary quan­
titative phase of the study using data generated by subjects
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in response to rating scales compiled into scenario booklets.
A 2 x 2 x 5 design was used with blocking between sexes
(male and female), and repeated measures across contexts
(appropriate and inappropriate) and five opener types.
Scales representing the three factors of judgement constituted
the dependent variables which were independently analyzed
through an analysis of variance.
Factor I: Social ' Sensitivity
On the dimension of Social Sensitivity, there existed a
significant context by opener type interaction (F^ 232 =
2p'>.05; ETA = .16) as well as a significant sex by opener type 
interaction (F^ ^32 = 7.14; p>.03; ETA^ = .16). (Refer to 
Table 4)
TABLE 4
Analysis of Variance of Social Sensitivity (Factor I)
Source ........... SSL ...... PJE. ... M S.. . F
Total
* = P > .05
Sex 0.14 1 0. 14 0.01
Error1 62.89 58 1.08
n Subjects:
Context 3. 35 1 3. 35 8 .20*
Opener Type 89.92 4 22.48 46.21*
Sex x Context 0. 36 1 0. 36 0.88
Sex x Opener Type 13.89 4 3.47 7. 14*
Context x Opener Type 8.20 4 2.05 6.84*
Sex x Context x Opener: Type, 1.75 4 0.44 1.46
Error2 23.65 58 0.41
Error^ 112.86 232 0.49
Error^ 69.50
386.382
232 0. 30
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In the interaction between context and opener type, 
Scheffe' Contrasts revealed that Verbal Salutes in the inappro­
priate contexts were rated significantly less socially compe­
tent than the remaining four opener types. One other interes­
ting finding worthy of mention was that compliments in the 
appropriate context were judged less socially sensitive than 
compliments in the inappropriate contexts. There are several 
possible explanations for this unusual result. The nature of 
the compliment used in the appropriate context (" I ' ve noticed 
you for some time, and wanted to say you seem to have really 
good energy") may have been perceived by respondents as "too 
unusual" thus propelling it inadvertantly into the realm of 
the inappropriate. An additional explanation for the unusual 
effect could have resulted from the ambiguity surrounding the 
perceived appropriateness of church as an opening context dis­
cussed earlier in the results. (Refer to Means Table 5)
Scheffe' contrasts for the sex by opener type interaction 
disclosed that females perceived verbal salutes to be signifi­
cantly less socially sensitive than all other opener types.
Men on the other hand, viewed verbal salutes as significantly 
less socially sensitive than only personal inquiries and ref­
erences to self. While men rated personal inquiries highest 
on social sensitivity, women perceived them to be average on 
social sensitivity, preferring to rate external referents high­
est on that dimension. (Refer to Means Table 5)
TABLE 5
Mean Social Sensitivity Ratings (Factor 1)
for the Two Contexts x Five Opener Types*
Verbal
Salutes
Personal
Incruirv
External
Referent
Compliment Reference Row 
to Self Means
Appropriate
Context 2.62 3.61 3.41 2.89 3.67 3.24
Inappropriate
Context
2. 32 3.27 3.41 3.13 3.32 3.09
Column Means 2.47 u3 .44 2.41 3.01 3.50
^significant Critical Difference = .30 for pair wise comparisons
TABLE 6
Mean Social Sensitivity Ratings (Factor 
for Sex x Five Opener Tvoes*
1)
Verbal
Salutes
Personal
Inquiry
External
Referent
Compliment Reference 
to Self
Row
Means
Males 2.73 3.43 3.20 3.02 3.42 3.16
Females 2.21 3.44 3.62 3.00 3 .56 3. 17
Column Means 2.47 3.44 3 .10 3.49 3.49
*significant Critical Difference = .56 for pair wise comparisons
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Sex by context and sex by context by opener type were 
nonsignificant interactions. Significant disordinal inter­
actions on both context by opener type and sex by opener type 
interactions prevented a discussion of the significant main 
effects of context and opener type.
Factor II: Creativity
There were two significant interactions on the Creativity
Factor, a significant sex by opener type interaction (F 232 =
23.90; P > .05; ETA = .20) and a significant context by opener 
type interaction (F^ 232 = 18>10; p> >05 ETA2 = .20) (Refer 
to Table 7)
TABLE 7
Analysis of Variance of Creativity (Factor II)
for Sex x Two Contexts x Five Opener Types
Source SS DF MS F
Between Subjects:
Sex 13.68 1 13.68 6.90*
Error^ 114.96 58 1.98
Within Subjects:
Context 1.72 1 1.72 5.5 3*
Opener Type 143.42 4 35.85 45.96*
Sex x Context 0.19 1 0.19 0.62
Sex x Opener Type 12.18 4 3.04 3.90*
Context x Opener Type 29.67 4 7.42 18.10*
Sex x ContentxOpener Type 2.3 5 4 0. 59 1.44
Error2 17.99 58 0.31
Error3 180.99 232 0.78
Error . 4 95.06 232 0.41
Total 612.22
* = p >.05
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Scheffe' Contrasts of the sex by opener type interaction 
indicated that females rated verbal salutes lowest on the cre­
ativity factor while they rated compliments as highest on 
creativity. Males similar to females viewed compliments as 
significantly more creative than all remaining- opener types 
with the exception of references to self. It is interesting 
to mention that although both males and females rated verbal 
salutes as low on creativity, females perceived them to be 
significantly lower than men. (Refer to Means Table 8)
Scheffe' Contrasts of the significant context by opener 
type interaction showed that the appropriateness or inappro­
priateness significantly affected respondent's perceptions of 
verbal salutes and external referents. In appropriate contexts 
both verbal salutes and external referents were judged to be 
significantly less creative than the other three opener types.
The most significant comparisons with respect to context 
occurred between external referents and compliments. External 
referents, in this particular case the opener, "Nice day for a 
barbecue" was judged significantly more creative in the inappro­
priate context than a similar opener in the appropriate context. 
Compliments, on the other hand, were viewed as significantly 
more creative in appropriate contexts than those used as openers 
in inappropriate contexts. (Refer to Table 9)
Sex by context and sex by context by opener type were non­
significant interactions. Again, significant disordinal inter-
Table 8
Males
Females
Mean Creativity Ratings (Factor II)
for Sex x Five Opener Types*_____
Verbal Personal -External Compliment 
Salutes Inquiry Referent________ ___
2. 28 
1.49
2.58
2.28
2.56
2.24
Reference 
to Self
3.35
3.44
2.69
2.50
Row
Means
2.70
2.39
Column Means 1. 88 2.43 2.40 3.40 2.60
'significant Critical Difference = .70 for pair wise comparisons
Table 9
Mean Creativity Ratings (Factory II) 
for the Two Contexts x Five Opener Types*
- Verbal 
Salutes
Personal
Incruirv
External
Referent
Compliment Reference 
to Self
Row
Means
Appropriate
Context 1.95 2. 56 2.12 3.79 2. 55 2.59
Inappropriate
Context 1.81 2. 30 2 .69 3.00 2.64 2.49
Column Means 1.88 2.43 2.40 3.40 2.60
*significant Critical Difference = .36 for pair wise comparisons
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actions on both sex by opener type and context by opener type 
prevented a discussion of the significant main effect of sex, 
context, and opener types.
Factory III: Aggression
On the factor of agression, there occurred only one sig­
nificant interaction, between context and opener type (F^ 232 
5.38; p>. 0 5; ETA2 = .24) (Refer to Table 10)
TABLE 10
Analysis of Variance of Aggression (Factor III)
for Sex x Two Contexts x Five Opener Types
Source SS DF MS F
Between Subjects:
Sex 0.27 1 0. 27 0.20
Error^ 79.84 58 1. 38
Within Subjects:
Context 1.71 1 1.71 4.97*
Opener Type 30. 39 4 7.60 14.17*
Sex x Context 0. 68 1 0.68 1.96
Sex x Opener Type 3.38 4 0.84 1.58
Context x Opener Type 6.35 4 1. 59 5.38
Sex x ContextxOpener Type 1.34 4 0. 34 1.14
Error2 19 .99 5.8 0.34
Error^ 124.42 232 0.54
Error . 4 68.49 232 0. 30
Total 336.874
* = p> .05
Scheffe' Contrasts revealed that verbal salutes used as 
openers in appropriate contexts as well as inappropriate con­
texts were perceived by respondents as being significantly more 
agressive than all other opener types. There were no signifi­
cant differences between contexts, except that personal inquir-
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ries were rated as significantly more aggressive in inappro­
priate than appropriate contexts. External referents in both 
contexts received the lowest aggression ratings. (Refer to 
Table 11)
The interactions of sex by context, sex by opener type 
and sex by context by opener type were nonsignificant inter­
actions. Once again, because of a significant disordinal 
interaction, there was not a discussion of the significant 
main effects of context and opener types.
TABLE 11
Mean Aggression Ratings (Factor III)
for the Two Contexts x Five Opener Types*
Verbal
Salutes
Personal
Inauirv
External
Referent
Compliment Reference 
to Self
Row
Means
Appropriate
Context 3.37 2.86 2.72 3.04 3.06 3.01
Inappropriate
Context 3.41 3.37 2.65 3.04 3.10 3.11
Column Means 3.39 3Tl2 2.68 • 3.04 3 .08
*significant Critical Difference = .30 for pair wise comparisons
CHAPTER V
Discussion
In this chapter a discussion of the results of the 
study is presented. Implications of these results and sug­
gestions for future research are also set forth.
Introduction
The major emphasis of this study is the link it pro­
vides between the rules perspective and the dimensions of 
judgement individuals employ to evaluate openers between 
males and females in initial interaction. The standards of 
judgement'revealed in this study indicate the major criteria 
that govern the behavior produced when males and females ini­
tiate. The criteria or rule implies a wide range of "appro­
priate" acts generated by the standards of social sensitivity, 
creativity, and aggression.
Openers
The first question asked was if specific openers could 
be organized into an explanatory typology.
This question was answered with the majority of openers 
clustering into five general categories: (1) Verbal Salutes,
14.66, (2) Personal Inquiries, 26.96, (3) External Referents, 
20.76, (4) Compliments, 28.46, and (5) Reference to Self, 9.26.
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These opener categories paralleled the most frequently 
emerging opener types cited by Krivonos and Knapp (1975), in 
their study of conversational openers between acquainted and 
unacquainted male dyads. The only exception occurred with 
respect to the category of compliments. Although compliments 
comprised the largest category in the present study, account­
ing for 28.46 of the total openers, they appeared very infre­
quently in Krivonos and Knapp's study. One possible explana­
tion for this discrepancy in opener types, could be the fact 
that while the present study focused on male/female unacquain­
ted dyads, the Krivonos and Knapp experiment dealt only with 
male dyads, both acquainted and unacquainted. In light of 
these discrepancies, it seems reasonable to hypothesize that 
although compliments are a frequent and effective opener type 
between male/female dyads, such may not be the case in dyads 
composed of all males or all females. Opportunities for fu­
ture research might revolve around the question of whether 
differences exist in opener types used in different combina­
tions of dyads and whether acquaintance has an impact on the 
openers employed by individuals.
The frequent use of compliments as openers between males 
and females adds support to the hypothesis of Crockett and 
Friedman (1980) who suggested that although ingratiation was 
minimized by academic scholars of the acquaintance process, 
it might in fact be a very powerful form of opener. The senti-
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ment suggested by Crockett and Friedman that "expressing 
value in another person or his activities can hardly be con­
sidered inappropriate" (1980; 90) was echoed by a number of 
respondents.
Although Personal Inquiries (26.92) accounted for the 
second largest category of opener type, some significant dif­
ferences appeared with respect to the efficacy of this par­
ticular opener type. Although the weight of research on 
initiation indicated that question eliciting behavior resul­
ting in the accumulation of demographic information usually 
dominated the initial phase of interaction (Berger 1973;
Berger & Larimer, 1974, Berger, 1974; Berger, et.. al.. , 1976;
& Rubin, 1975). Results of the present study did not support 
the above conclusions, but rather indicated that between males 
and females, compliments dominated the initial phase of inter­
action. Additionally, although males rated Personal Inquiries 
high on social sensitivity, females perceived such openers as 
average on the social sensitivity factor. Finally, in the 
initial qualitative phase of the study, men indicated that 
question eliciting behavior was very appropriate in initial 
interaction but women viewed these openers as "too personal" 
and effective only when focusing on the most general demogra­
phic information.
External Referents (20.76) comprised the third largest 
category of openers. The most representative openers in this
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category, comments about the weather, were consistent with both 
Davis (1973), and Zunin (1972), along with several self-help 
books who all acknowledged that in Western society the weather 
was a successful integrating topic because "it is always pre­
sent" and "noncontroversial". Although the weather appeared 
as a frequent and successful type of opener, sex differences 
in the perception of its effectiveness may shed light on 
where such openers should be used and by whom. For instance, 
although a large percentage of these openers were considered 
effective by males, females who perceived them as ineffective, 
suggested they were indicative of "uncomfortableness" and "a 
lack of anything significant to say".
Verbal Salutes and very personal demographic inquiries/ 
were judged by respondents, both male and female, to be low 
in social sensitivity and high in aggression.
Several possible arguments exist as to why these parti­
cular opener types were rated so low on the dimensions of 
social sensitivity and high in aggression.
First, when Verbal Salutes like "Hiya Babe" along with 
very personal questions are equated with intimacy, the findings 
noted above are consistent with the vast majority of resear­
chers (Simmel, 1950; Altman & Taylor 1973; Berger & Calabrese, 
1975 and Crockett & Friedman, 1980) who agree that initial 
interactions are like relationships overall, progressing on a 
continuum from impersonal levels to greater degrees of intimacy.
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In contrast to Osterkamp (1980), who hypothesized that 
individuals in initial interactions are becoming more com­
fortable revealing care values and beliefs immediately, the 
ratings of Verbal Salutes and personal demographic questions 
by respondents, especially women, indicate that rules exist 
which govern the disclosure of personal information in the 
first phase of initial interaction. The rules, contrary to 
those suggested by Osterkamp, guide participants in initial 
interactions away from personal disclosure and into less 
threatening forms of openers like compliments and external 
referents like the weather.
Although situations of instant intimacy like the one sug­
gested by Osterkamp were not explained in the present study, 
the following comment by one respondent may shed light on their 
existence: "If you are attracted to another person, it doesn't
really matter what they say."
In summary, it would appear that compliments, very imper­
sonal demographic questions, and discussion of external acou- 
terments are the most appropriate types of openers in initial 
interactions between members of the opposite sex.
Context
The second research question asked about contexts per­
ceived as appropriate and inappropriate places to open with 
members of the opposite sex.
In answer to this particular question, respondents in­
dicated that appropriate contexts focused on three areas:
67
(1) contexts people frequent to meet members of the opposite 
sex like bars or parties, (2) contexts where the situation 
acts as a discussion facilitator like school, cultural and 
athletic events, and (3) contexts where people are often alone 
as in public transportation or casual restaurants.
With the exception of the third, each of the first two 
contexts have several elements in common and are consistent 
with much of the information on initiation contexts. For 
instance, both Altman and Taylor (1973) and Knapp (1978) in­
dicated that individuals were most comfortable initiating in 
informal, familiar settings. Bars and parties could be con­
ceptualized as being appropriate for initiation because they 
are informal settings fimiliar to all as situations that indi­
viduals frequent in order to meet members of the opposite sex. 
In other words, they are acceptable places to open because 
there is little ambiguity, when individuals frequent bars and 
parties, they have expectations and an intuitive sense about 
what to expect. Davis (1973), explained that situations often 
act as facilitators in initial interactions, thus providing 
an explanation as to why contexts like school, cultural and 
athletic events were perceived by respondents as appropriate 
places to open with a member o f ■the opposite sex.
Consistent with Davis, these contexts provide ready made 
nonthreatening openers as well as reducing ambiguity about the 
individual one initiates with. For example, persons attending 
a football game can be fairly certain that others also attend­
ing the game are interested in football, this reduces some am-
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biguity about the other person as well as providing a non­
threatening topic of initiation.
Finally, contexts like public transportation, although 
provide little in the way of reducing ambiguity about the 
other person, respondents indicated that it was appropriate 
to open in such contexts because people were often alone and 
conversation was the expected norm. It can also be hypothe­
sized that perhaps the appropriateness of such situations lies 
in the fact that opening in these situations is nonthreatening 
because individuals are veiled in ambiguity and if desired 
will never be forced by circumstance to interact with the 
other again.
Inappropriate contexts included (1) activities where in­
dividuals were engaged in focused activity like sunbathing, 
grocery shopping, and work, (2) stress situations like hos­
pitals, and (3) on the street.
The inappropriateness of such situations can be charac­
terized as resulting from a high degree of ambiguity about the 
intentions of the people involved in the context, as well as 
a possible infringement on privacy and safety.
Agreeing with Altman & Taylor (1973) who identified the 
work relationship as producing a lower and less rapid rate of 
social penetration, respondents in the qualitative phase of 
the study acknowledged the inappropriateness of initiating in 
the work setting noting that the emphasis of participants was
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typically toward the job rather than relational issues.
In summary, contexts appropriate for initiating seemed 
to have several characteristics in common. Appropriate con­
texts were informal, and familiar situations that reduced 
ambiguity about the participants and often provided ready­
made openers in the form of external referents. Additionally, 
these contexts involved participants who were most likely 
open to initiating and where such openers were not an infringe­
ment on privacy, safety or personal space.
One limitation of the present study, with respect to con­
text, which provides opportunity for future research, was the 
inability to include all opener types in each context. Repli­
cation needs to be done adding additional contexts and rotating 
different opener types into these contexts, in order to broaden 
generalizability.
Sex Differences
The third research question evolved around the question 
of whether dimensions of judgement change depending upon whe­
ther the 'initiator Is male or female.
Surprisingly the rules which guide the dimensions of 
judgement used by individuals to evaluate openers remained 
relatively consistent whether the initiator was male or female. 
In the quantitative phase of the study, although the initial 
factor analysis produced a five factor solution for females 
and a seven factor solution for men, the final three factor 
solution indicated that males and females relied heavily on
70
the same standards of social sensitivity, creativity and 
aggression to evaluate openers.
The only significant differences between the sexes 
appeared in the qualitative portion of the experiment and 
involved the.manner in which males and females initiate.
Women were more appropriately perceived in the passive 
role, relying on non-verbal and compliments whereas men were 
viewed most appropriately viewed in the role of aggressor. 
Despite seemingly merging roles of males and females in today's 
society, Leonard Zunin's (1972)observation that "the burden of 
appearing forward is still being borne by the American female" 
appears to offer a valid explanation for the above results.
A possible explanation for the sex differences which ap­
peared in the qualitative phase of the study but were not 
validated in the quantitative phase may be the subjects in the 
initial open-ended questionnaire were responding with a parti­
cular "other" in mind while respondents in the quantitative 
phase were reacting to a hypothetical situation.
71
REFERENCES
Altman, I., & Taylor, D. A., Social Penetration: The
Development of Interpersonal Relationships, New York:
Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1973.
Bach, George R., & Deutsch, Ronald M. , Pairing, New York:
Peter H. Wyden, Inc., 1970.
Baxter, Leslie A., The Fundamental Attribution Error in 
Interpersonal Communication Research. The Communica­
tor , Spring 1980, Volume 10, I, 25-43.
Berger, C. R., The acquaintance process revisited:
explorations in initial interaction. Paper presented 
at the annual convention of the Speech Communication 
Association, New York, November, 1973.
Berger, C. R., Proactive & Retroactive Attribution 
Processes. Human Communication Research, 1975, 2,
33-50.
Berger, C. R., "Self-Consciousness and the Adequacy 
of Theory and Research into Relationship Develop­
ment" . The Western Journal of Speech Communication 
44 Spring 1980,93-96.
Berger, Charles R. & Calabrese, Richard J., "Some Explora­
tions in Initial Interaction and Beyond; Toward a 
Developmental Theory of Interpersonal Communication".
Human Communication Research, Winter 1975, Volume I,
Number 2.
Berger, C. R., & Larimer, No. R., "When beauty is only skin 
deep; The effects of physical attractiveness, sex 7 
time on initial interaction. Paper presented at the annual 
convention of the Internation Communication Association,
New Orleans, April 1974.
Berger, C. R., Gardner, R. R., 'Clatterbuck, G. W. , &
Schulman, L. W., "Perceptions of information sequenc­
ing in relationship development". Human Communication 
Research, 1976, 3, 29-46.
Brandt, David R., "On Linking Social Performance with Social 
Competence", Human Communication Research, Spring 1979, 
Volume 5, 3, 223-236.
Byrne, D., The Attraction Paradigm, New York: Academic Press,
1971.
Cohen, Jacob, A coefficient of Agreement for Nominal Scales, 
Functional and Psychological Measurement, 1960, Volumen 
XX, Number 4.
Crockett, Walter H. & Freedman, Paul, "Theoretical Explora­
tions of the Process of Initial Interactions". The 
Western Journal of Speech Communication. Spring 1980,
44, 86-72.
Cushman, Donald P., The Rules Perspective as a Theoretical 
Basis for the study of Human Communication.- Communication 
Quarterly, Winter 1977, 25, 30-45.
Cushman, Donald P. & Whiting, Gordon C., An Approach to
Communication Theory: Toward Consensus on Rules. Journal
of Communication, 1972, 22.
Davis, M. S., Intimate Relations. New York: The Free Press,
1973. '
Delia, Jesse G., "Some Tentative Thoughts Concerning the 
study of Interpersonal relationships and their devel­
opment" , The Western Journal of Speech Communication,
Spring 1980, 44, 97-103.
Duch, S. W . , Personal Relationship & Personal Constructs. 
London: Wiley, 1973.
Ellis, Donald B., "Enthnographic Considerations in Initial 
Interactions" The Western Journal of Speech Communica­
tions, Spring 1980, 44, 104-107.
Firth, R. "Verbal & Bodily Rituals of Greeting & Parting",
The Interpretation of Ritual, Edited by J. S. LaFountaine. 
London: Tavistock Publications, 1972.
Garfinkel, H., "Studies of the Routine Grounds of Everyday 
Activities", Social Problems, 1964, 11, 225-250.
Goffman, E., "The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life." 
New York: Doubleday, 1959.
73
Goffman, E. , Encounters. Indianapolis, Ind,; Bobbs-Merrill, 
1961.
Goffman, Erving, Relations in Public, New York: Basic
Books, 1971.
Harre, Rom, Some Remanks on 'Rule' as a Scientific Concept, 
in Understanding Other Persons (ed) Theordore Mischel, 
Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1974.
Heider, F., The Psychology of Interpersonal Relations.
New York, Wiley, 1958.
Jones, E. E., Kanouse, D. E., Kelley, H. H., Nibett,
& Weiner, B. (eds) Attributions: Perceiving the Causes
of Behavior, Moristown, N. J.: General Learning Press,
1972.
Kelley, H. H., Attribution Theory in Social Psychology.
In D. Levine (ed) Nebraska Symposium on Motivation,
Vol. 15., Lincoln, Neb.; University of Nebraska Press, 
1967, 192-237.
Kendon, A., & Ferber, A., "A Description of Some Human
Greetings", Comparative Behavior and Ecology of Primates. 
R. P. Michael and J. H. Crook (eds) London: Academic
Press, 1973.
Knapp, Mark L., Social Intercourse: From Greetings to
Goodbye, Allyn & Bacon, Boston, 1978.
Knapp, M. L., Hart, R. P., Friedrich, G. W , , & Shulman,
G. M . , "The Rhetoric of Goodbye: Verbal & Nonverbal
Correlates of Human Leave-Taking", Speech Monographs,
1973, 40, 182-198.
Krivonos, P. D., & Knapp, M. L., "Initiating Communication: 
What Do You Say When You Say Hello?" Central States 
Speech Journal, 1975, 26, 115-125.
Krivonos, Paul, Stephen Young & Diana Doyle, "The Rhetoric 
of Hello: Verbal & Nonberval Correlates of Human Greet­
ing", Department of Communication, Purdue University, 
Paper presented at the annual convention of the Central 
States Speech Association, Milwaukee, Wisconsin, April 
4-6„ 1974.
74
Litton, Hawes, Elaine M., A Foundation For the Study of 
Everday Talk, Communication Quarterly, Summer 1977,
Volume 25, 3, 2-11.
Markel, Norman N., Long, Joseph F., and Saine, Thomas J.,
"Sex Effects in Conversational Interaction: Another
Look at Male Dominance", Human Communication Research, 
Summer 1976, Volume 2, 4.
McCull, George J., & Simmons, J. L., Issues in Participant 
Observation. Addison-Wesley Publishing Company, 1969.
Miller, Gerald R., The Current Status of Theory and Re­
search in Interpersonal Communication, Human Communica­
tion Research. Winter 1978, Volume 4,2.
Miller G. R., & Skinberg, M . , Between People: A New Analysis
of Interpersonal Communication, Chicago: Science Research
Associates, 1975.
Neale, John M. & Liebert, Robert, Science and Behavior, New 
Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1973.
Nofsinger, Robert E. Jr., On Answering Questions Indirectly: 
Some Rules in Grammar ofDoing Conversation, Winter 1976, 
Volume. 2, 2.
Pearce, W. B., The Coordinated Management of Meaning: A 
rules-based theory of Interpersonal Communication. In 
Explorations in Interpersonal Communication,(ed) G . R . 
Miller, Beverly Hill, Calif.: Sage Publications,
1976, 17-35.
Newcomb, T . , The Acquaintance Process, New York: Holt,
Rinehart & Winston, 1961.
Osterkamp, Marilynn B., "Communication During Initial
Interactions: Toward a Different Model", The Western
Journal of Speech Communication, Spring 1980, 44, 108-113.
Rubin, R. B., "The role of context in information seeking and 
impression, formation. Communica.tion_Monnx:aphs, 1977, 44,
81-90.
Rubin, Rebecca Boring, "The Effect of Context on Information 
Seeking Across the Span of Initial Interactions", Communi­
cations Quarterly, Wummer 1979, Volume 27, 3.
APPENDIX A
QUESTIONNAIRE
76
EXPLANATION AND INSTRUCTION
The purpose of this questionnaire is to gather information on how 
people open conversations with members of the opposite sex they would like 
to know better. Research in this field of study is scarce, thus I am 
particularly interested in the kinds of openers individuals, both male and 
female, use and whether the context or situation affects openers and what 
you see as the qualities of effective and ineffective openers. My focus will 
be to explore the dimensions people use in determining the appropriateness or' 
inappropriateness of openers and their subsequent effectiveness. Please be 
assured that all information you provide will be treated in a confidential 
manner.
In this study I am using the term "opener" to refer to the line a person 
would use in a situation where s/he wanted to become acquainted with a member 
of the opposite sex.
Please answer the following questions as thoroughly as you can, giving 
as much description as possible.
YOUR AGE
YOUR SEX
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Are you currently involved in a romantic relationship?
a. If yes, where did you first meet your romantic partner?
fb. Try to recall the "opener" that you or your partner used to initiate 
the conversation? (Please be as descriptive as possible. Also in­
dicate whether you or your partner initiated the conversation)
From your own experiences and those of your friends, what would be some 
examples of the most effective openers a male could use to initiate a 
conversation with a female he is attracted to and would like to become 
acquainted with? (give as many examples as possible)
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Give examples of ineffective openers that might be used by a male to 
initiate a conversation with a female he would like to become acquainted 
with? Explain why these openers might be considered ineffective.
From your own experiences and those of your friends, what would be some 
examples of the most effective openers a female could use to initiate a 
conversation with a male she is attracted to and would like to become 
acquainted with? (give as many examples as possible)
Give examples of ineffective openers that might be used by a female to 
initiate a conversation with a male she would like to become acquainted with 
Explain why these openers might be considered ineffective.
78a_-
Do you think there are differences in what is considered appropriate for 
men and women with respect to how they initiate conversation with members 
of the opposite sex?
Yes No
If yes, what are these differences? (please explain your answer)
Give examples of places where it is common for individuals to initiate 
conversations with members of the opposite sex and where such behaviors 
are considered appropriate.
Give examples of places where it is difficult to initiate conversations 
with members of the opposite sex or where such behaviors are considered 
inappropriate.
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10. Listing as many words as possible, describe what you believe are the 
qualities of an effective opener.
11. Listing as many words as possible, describe what you believe are the 
qualities of an ineffective opener.
12. Do you wish to provide any additional explanations about your answers or 
comments about this study?
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR HELP!
APPENDIX
QUESTIONNAIRE
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The purpose of this questionnaire is to gather in­
formation on conversational openers between people of the 
opposite sex who are meeting for the first time. I am 
particularly interested in how people judge the appropriate­
ness and effectiveness of openers. To answer my research ques­
tion I have developed a series of ten short examples. Each 
situation contains an individual of the opposite sex opening 
with you, the reader. Using your imagination, visualize your­
self in each situation and respond to the scales on the page 
following the example. Each scale consists of a pair of 
qualities that could be used to describe an opener. For 
example:
Friendly ___ :  : _____ : _: : :  : Unfriendly
Each pair describes contradictory characteristics, that is, 
an openers cannot be both friendly and unfriendly at the same 
time.
The seven lines form a scale between the two extremes.
Put a check on the line which describes where the opener 
falls on the scale. For example if an opener was extremely 
unfriendly you would mark the line closest to unfriendly. If 
you thought the opener was neither friendly nor unfriendly, you 
would mark the line midway between the pair. The closer you 
mark to the word, the more you think that word describes the 
opener.
Please read each story and mark the scales following them
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as carefully as possible. Your help is greatly appreciated.
Age ____________
Sex:_______ ___
Is English Your Primary Language  Yes  No
THANK YOU!!!!
Unimaginative
Natural
Trivial
Sincere
Threatening
Unique
Shy-
Informative
Indifference
Pleasant
Used
Tactful
Ignorant
Other
directed
Aggressive
Original
Inappropriate
Understandable
Phoney
Friendly
Dull
Nervous
Boring
Honest
Unbelievable
Witty
Awkward
Meaningful
Inconsiderate
Subtle
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Imaginative
Unnatural
Relevant
Insincere
Non-threatening
Common
Confident
Meaningless
Concern
Rude
Creative
Tactless
Knowledgable
Self-directed
Passive
Trite
Appropriate
Confusing
Genuine
Too Intimate
Humorous
At Ease
Interesting
Dishonest
Believable
Cliche'
Refined
Irrelevant
Considerate
Bold
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SITUATION # 1
It's Friday, the week is finally over and you, along with 
several friends decide to celebrate at the local bar. You 
have just finished your second beer when you are approached 
by a member of the opposite sex who smiles and says:
"Hi Babe".
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SITUATION # 2
Marcia and David, close friends since high school, recently 
moved into a new apartment and have invited you to a house 
party. You haven't been there long when an individual of 
the opposite sex inquires: "I haven't seen you around
Marcia and David's before, what's your name?"
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SITUATION # 3
You and several friends are attending the Grizzly--Bobcat 
football game in Bozeman. The others leave to get refresh­
ments and while they are gone a member of the opposite sex 
sits down next to you, commenting: "Nice weather for the
game."
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SITUATION # 4
You have been in school for several weeks. One day during 
a break as you are heading for the Copper Commons, a member 
of the opposite sex, whom you recognize from a class, 
approaches you and explains: "I've noticed you for some time
and wanted to say you seem to have really good energy."
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SITUATION # __5
You are on a train bound for the east eoast to take part 
in a large family reunion. The trip has been exciting as 
well as tedious. Midway, a member of the opposite sex 
approaches you in the dining car saying: "Hi, I'm Chris."
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SITUATION # 6
Being an avid antique collector, you have spent the day 
exploring some of the smaller shops downtown. As you 
emerge from the last shop and begin walking down the 
street toward your car, a member of the opposite sex 
approaches, smiles and says: "Hi Babe."
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SITUATION # 7
It's Saturday and you are looking forward to spending a 
day in the sun. You have just settled on the beach and 
started reading a book when a member of the opposite sex 
sits down beside you and inquires: "I haven't seen you
around here before, what's your name?"
SITUATION #. __8
You have invited several friends over for a barbecue and 
are doing some last minute grocery shopping. You are 
standing at the charcoal bricket display when a member 
of the opposite sex standing near you turns and comments 
"Nice weather for a barbecue."
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SITUATION ft 9
You have been in Missoula for several months and have 
been attending church services at a local congregation 
quite regularly. One Sunday after services, you are 
approached by a member of the opposite sex who explains: 
"I've been noticing what a wonderful smile you have."
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SITUATION # 10
You and your younger sister spent the afternoon playing 
tennis and in the final match she stumbles and injures 
her ankle. Although it is not serious you take her to 
the emergency room at Community Hospital for x-rays. 
While waiting you are approached by a member of the 
opposite sex who says: "Hi, I'm Kelly."
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THAT IS THE END OF THE EXPERIMENT
1. Do you wish to add any additional explanation 
your answers or comments about the experiment.
2. Thank you very much for your help.
u 
cn
APPENDIX C
96
 List of Openers
________Verbal Salutes
Hey Baby (3)
Hiya Beautiful (1)
Hiya Babe (2)
I've been noticing you (2) 
Hey doll (1)
Hey Chick (1)
Hey Toots (1)
Hey--want to get lucky? (2) 
Hi Big Fella (1)
Hey Sweetheart (1)
Hi Handsome (1)
Hi (3)
Total = 19_____________________
External Referent
Comment on weather (7)
Ask directions (3)
Use the situation to facili­
tate a discussion. (5)
Good book' isn't it? (2)
Isn't that a black lab? (3) 
(Referring to person's dog) 
I just saw the neatest 
thing i (1)
Inquire about possible
mutual acquaintances (3) 
Where did you buy that? (3) 
(Referring to something 
possessed by other)
Total = 27__- ______________
C o m p l i m e n t s ______
Compliment other on tennis/ 
skiing etc. (4)
I've noticed you for some 
time and I wanted to say 
you have really good 
energy (1)
within C a t e g o r i e s ____________
Compliments (Cont'd)___
Comment on clothing, eyes, 
etc. (4)
You look interesting (1)
I like the sweater you 
are wearing (underlined 
word may be replaced 
with many others) (1)
Good looking beard (1)
I love the color of 
your hair (3)
You've got a beautiful 
smile (6)
Excuse me, aren't you the 
person who has the pot­
tery on display at the 
gallery on 43rd Street? (1) 
You really look nice (1)
You are really good
at ________________ (2)
You did a wonderful job (1) 
Excuse me for staring 
but you have an incred­
ible smile (1)
Oh, you're so cute (1)
You smell good, most 
of the women around 
here smell like sheep 
dip (1)
It's a beautiful day &
you've made it better (1) 
Hi, I'm really attracted 
to you & I'd like to get 
to know you (3)
I bet all the girls 
are after you (1)
Nice ass (3)
Total = 3 7 ______________
Continued________
*numbers refer to the frequency with which the opener appeared
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List of Openers Within Categories (cont'd)
Personal Inquiry Reference to Self
Where are you from (4)
What's your occupation (2) 
Inquiries about hobbies (3)
What have you been up to (1)
Hi, I'm a cheerleader (1) 
Vly friend dared me to come 
over here and introduce 
myself. (1)
Inquire about generalities (1)Boasting or bragging (2)
I understand you are working
at ____________   (1)
What classes are you taking (2) 
What are you majoring in (2) 
Weren't you a Professor in
.._________ class (1)
Do you come here often (3)
I haven't seen you here 
before. (5)
How do you like school so 
far (3)
Is this your first speech 
class (2)
Initially bombard a person 
with questions (4)
I understand you voted for 
Tom Judge (1)
Total = 35 _ _ _______
\ny statement expressing 
a know-it-all attitude 
li, my name is __________
(2)
(6)
Total 12
*numbers refer to the frequency with which the opener appeared
APPENDIX D
APPROPRIATE AND INAPPROPRIATE ENVIRONMENTS 
IN WHICH TO OPEN CONVERSATIONS
Inappropriate Environments in Which to Initiate
Male Respondents Female Respondents
Elevators (2) Library (3)
When someone is reading (2) Beach (4)
When someone is sunbathing (3) Grocery store (4)
On the street (3) Laundramat (2)
Church (5) Shopping mall (2)
Loud places (2) On the street (5)
Work (2) Hospital (3)
Grocery shopping (3) Funeral (2)
Restrooms (1) Work (3)
Stress situations (3) At a couples' function (1)
No place is inappropriate (1) Restaurants (2)
Total = 27 Total = 3 1
Total = 58
Appropriate Environments in Which to Open
Male Respondents Female Respondents
College dormatory (2) 
Standing in lines (1)
Large social gatherings (2) 
Cafeteria (2)
Theatre (2)
Sports events (4)
Bars (8)
Parties (5)
School (7)
Public meeting places (1) 
Parks (1)
Festivals (1)
Political rallies (1)
Work (3)
Planes (1)
Buses (1)
Trains (1)
Public transportation (2) 
Deskmates (1)
Total = 50
School (7)
Lobby of theatre (1)
Work (4)
Parties (11)
Bars (12)
Bus (1)
Train (1)
Casual restaurants (4) 
Sporting events (11)
Cultural Events (6)
Churches (5)
Public transportation (3) 
Neighborhood (2)
A blind date (1)
Swimming (1)
Skiing in Europe (1)
Total = 70
Total = 120 o
APPENDIX E
QUALITIES OF EFFECTIVE AND INEFFECTIVE 
OPENERS DISTRIBUTED BY SEX OF RESPONDENT
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Qualities of an_-E££ect±ve Opener 
Distributed by Sex of Respondent
Females Freauencv Males* Freauencv
Creative 1 Friendly 3
Imaginative 1 Informative 1
Light 1 Honest 4
Humorous 4 Interest 3
Appropriate 2
9 1
Sincere 4
Sincere Confident* 3
Genuine 4 Polite 3
Honest 3 Smooth* 1
Open 3 Suave* 1
Direct 1 Intelligent* 2
Tactful 3 Sophisticated* 1
Meaningful 2 Knowledgable* 1
Requires reciprocity 1 Charming* 1
Not silly 1 Witty* 1
Mature 1 Question asking* 5
Flattering 2 Puts others at ease* 1
Polite 2 Positive 1
Truthful 2 Uplifting* 1
Showing interest 2 Relevant 1
Friendly ■ 3 Genuine 1
Positive 3 Warm 2
Relevant 2 Pleasant 1
Informative 1 Original 1
Self-disclosing 1 Understandable* 1
Warm 2 Humorous 1
Giving of oneself 1 Open 2
Considerate
Low-key
Evidences common 
ground 
Concern 
Empathetic 
Original
1
1
1
1
1
2
Other directed 1
^Qualities not appearing 
in female list
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Qualities of an Ineffective Opener 
Distributed by Sex of Respondent
Females Freauencv Males* Freauency
Old 1 Bragging* 3
Used 1 Sexual* 1
Trite 2 Irrelevant 2
Unimaginative 1 Rude 1
Inappropriate 1 Tactless* 1
Blunt 2 Bullshit* 2
Rude 4 Nervous 3
Indirect 1 Too familiar 2
Self directed 1 Uncertain* 1
Bold 1 Common* 1
Pushy 1 Cliche 1 1
Immature 1 Boring 1
Insulting 3 Snobbish* 1
Nosey 1 Phoney* 1
Boring 1 Irrelevant 1
Insincere 4 Embarrassing* 1
Interrupting 1 Too strong* 2
Cliche' 3 Trite 2
Irrelevant 1 Threatening* 2
Negative 3 Sarcastic* 1
Trivial 2 Opinionated* 1
Indifferent 1 Unstimulating* 1
Cocky
Overbearing
Shy
Condescention
Impolite
Too familiar
Aggressive
Awkward
Unnatural
Nervous
1
1
1
1
2
2
1
1
1
3
Dead end topic* 1
^Qualities not appearing 
in female list
APPENDIX
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Dimensions of Judgement: 
Qualitative Analysis
FACTOR I 
Imaginative
Imaginative - unimaginative (1)* 
Unique - Common (1)
Original - Trite (2)
Creative - Used (2)
Humorous - Dull (2)
Witty - Cliche1 (2)
FACTOR II 
Competent
Natural - Unnatural (1) 
Confident - Shy (1)
Refined - Awkward (1.5)
At ease - Nervous (1.5)
Tactful - Tactless (2) 
Appropriate - Inappropriate (2)
FACTOR III 
Relevant •
Relevant - Trivial (1) 
Interesting - Boring (1) 
Informative - Meaningless (1.5) 
Knowledgable - Ignorant (1.5) 
Meaningful - Irrelevant (2) 
understandable - Confusing (2)
FACTOR IV 
Sincere
Sincere - Insincere (1) 
Other-directed - Self-directed (2) 
Concern - Indifference (1)
Honest - Dishonest (1.5) 
Considerate - Inconsiderate (2) 
Genuine - Phoney (2)
FACTOR V 
Safe
Non-threatening - Threatening (1) 
Pleasant - Rude (1)
Friendly - Too intimate (1)
Subtle - Bold (2)
Believable - Unbelievable (2) 
Aggressive - Passive (2)
* mean ratings . by qualitative analysts indicating proximity 
of scale to the meaning of representative factor
APPENDIX G
G—1 FIVE FACTOR SOLUTION FOR OVERALL MATRIX 
G-2 FIVE FACTOR SOLUTION FOR FEMALES 
G-3 SEVEN FACTOR SOLUTION FOR MALES
G-l FIVE FACTOR SOLUTION
FOR OVERALL MATRIX __
Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor
1 2 3 ... ' ■ 5 ■ ■
Original-trite 0.17 . 0.73 0.13 0.10 -0.02
Inappropriate-appropriate 0.70 -0.00 0.22 0.11 0.10
Understandable-confusing 0.60 -0.05 0.10 -0.12 -0.03
Phoney-genuine 0. 59 0.31 0.34 0.06 0.15
Friendly-too intimate 0. 69 0.06 0.08 0.15 0.12
Dull-humorous 0.11 0.60 0.00 -0.20 0.12
Nervous-at ease 0.34 0.04 0.05 -0.51 0.33
Boring-interesting 0.35 0.57 0.32 -0.11 0.21
Honest-dishonest 0.65 0.21 0.26 -0.02 0. 08
Unbelievable-believable 0.61 0.07 0.31 -0.01 0.08
Witty-cliche1 0. 14 0.70 0.23 0.01 0.01
Awkward-refined 0.55 0.11 0.19 -0.12 0.19
Meaningful-irrelevant 0.33 0.33 0.50 -0.11 0. 15
Inconsiderate-considerate 0.67 0.23 0.13 0.13 -0.03
Subtle-bold 0.33 0.06 0.03 0.55 0.10
Unimaginative-imaginative 0.15 0.81 0.18 0.05 -0.07
Natural-unnatural 0.68 -0.06 0.22 -0.05 0. 14
Trivial-relevant 0. 23 -0. 28 0.55 0.00 0.11
Sincere-insincere 0.64 0.27 0.33 0.02 -0.04
Threatening-nonthreatening 0.62 0.04 -0.04 0.16 -0.07
Unique-Common -0.24 0.64 0.18 0.02 -0.06
Shy-confident 0.12 0.02 0.05 -0.60 0.06
Informative-meaningless 0.26 0.31 0.53 -0.08 -0.02
Indifferent-concerned 0.24 0.34 0.50 -0.02 -0.15
Pleasant-rude 0.80 0.20 0.09 0.04 -0.20
Used-creative 0.06 0.75 0.21 0.08 -0.12
Tactful-tactless 0.65 0.24 0.15 0.15 -0.33
Ignorant-knowledgable 0.52 0.35 0. 30 -0.00 -0.09
Other directed-self directed 0.18 0.12 0.21 0.08 -0.11
Aggressive-passive 0.31 -0.01 0.01 0.69 0.05
G-2 FIVE FACTOR SOLUTION
FOR FEMALES
Factor 
1__
Original-trite 0 .17
Inappropriate-appropriate 0 .67
Understandable-confusing 0 .57
Phoney-genuine 0 .58
Friendly-too intimate 0 .78
Dull-humorous 0 .15
Nervous-at ease 0 ., 22
Boring-interesting 0.37
Honest-dishonest 0 .66
Unbelievable-believable 0 .,60
Witty-cliche' 0 . 16
Awkward-ref ined 0 .,49
Meaningful-irrelevant 0 ., 32
Inconsiderate-considerate 0 .,74
Subtle-bold 0.,41
Unimaginative-imaginative 0 . 17
Natural-unnatural 0 .,64
Trivial-relevant 0 . 19
Sincere-insincere 0.69
Threatening-nonthreatening 0 ,.73
Unique-common - 0 .18
Shy-confident - 0 .01
Informative-meaningless 0 ,.29
Indifferent-concerned 0 ,.26
Pleasant-rude 0 .84
Used-creative 0 ,.13
Tactful-tactless 0 ,.71
Ignorant-knowledgable 0 .62
Other directed-self directed 0 . 17
Aggressive-passive 0 . 38
Factor Factor Factor Factor
2_________ 3 4 5
0.80 0.09 -0.01 0.13
0. 08 0.23 0.18 0.24
-0.15 0. 18 0.23 0.09
0.33 0.27 0.11 0.19
0.11 0.05 0.09 0.15
0.54 0. 25 0.13 -0.06
-0.08 0.03 0.72 -0.06
0.50 0. 35 0. 19 0.07
0. 15 0. 30 0.09 0.03
0.02 0. 40 0.09 0.04
0.70 0. 24 -0.05 0.05
0.08 0. 27 0.47 0.10
0.31 0.55 0.13 -0.01
0. 29 0.21 -0.02 0.09
0.13 0.04 -0.17 0.56
0.82 0. 14 -0.02 0.05
-0.03 0. 26 0.22 0.15
0.40 0. 48 0.05 0.20
0.24 0. 35 0.03 0.08
0.02 -0.10 -0.04 0.15
0.73 0.03 -0.09 -0.01
-0.03 0.01 0.65 -0.16
0.27 0.51 0.02 -0.05
0. 39 0.43 -0.11 -0.08
0.25 0.13 -0.02 0 .05
0.82 0.05 -0.10 0 .05
0.23 0. 10 -0.07 -0.00
0.28 0.28 0.03 0 .05
0.17 0.03 -0.10 0.07
0.09 -0.05 -0. 39 0.62
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G-3 SEVEN FACTOR SOLUTION
__________ FOR MALES
Factor ~ Factor Factor^ ^Factor Factor Factor Factor
.. 1 2 3 _ 4 . _ 5 6 7
Original-trite 0. 16 ■0.64 0.07 -0.12 0.12 0.13 29
Inappropriate-appropriate 0.72 -0.03 0.05 -0.10 -0.23 0.11 0.12
Understandable-confusin 0.53 0.08 0.03 0.10 0.05 0.26 0.17
Phoney-genuine 0.67 0.25 0.31 -0.02 0.09 0.01 0.16
Friendly-too intimate 0.53 -0.11 0.16 -0.211 0.05 0.05 -0.20
Dull-humorous -0.07 0.45 -0.05 0.21 0.67 0.10 -0.06
Nervous-at ease 0. 39 -0.00 0.20 0. 34 0.43 -0.05 0.02
Boring-interesting 0.10 0.42 0.29 0.09 0.46 0.08 -0.04
Honest-dishonest 0.63 0.23 0.23 0.01 0.16 0.10 0.05
Unbelievable-believable 0. 56 0.08 0.32 -0.10 0.08 0.12 0.19
Witty-cliche' 9.12 0.61 0.15 0.06 0.35 -0.02 0.34
Awkward-refined 0.50 0.11 0.15 -0.12 0.04 0.05 0. 33
Meaningful-irrelevant 0.42 0. 27 0.33 0. 14 0.20 -0.10 0.16
Inconsiderate-considerate 0.56 0.10 -0.05 -0.08 0.08 0.10 0.05
Subtle-bold 0.10 -0.05 0.02 -0.55 -0.09 0.07 -0.03
Unimaginative-imaginative 0.19 0.80 0.12 0.06 0.11 0.08 0.10
Natural-unnatural 0.65 -0.16 0.27 0.05 0.08 0.04 0.01
Trivial-relevant 0.38 0.12 0.51 0.22 -0.11 -0.02 -0.01
Sincere-insincere 0.52 0.31 0.31 0.13 -0.03 0. 19 0.02
Threatening-nonthreatening 0.31 -0.05 0.12. -0.12 0.12 0.41 -0.00
Unique-common -0.20 0.57 0.12 0.15 0.06 -0.15 -0.04
Shy-conf ident 0.19 0.13 0.14 0.62 0.02 0.04 0.07
Informative-meaningless 0.19 0. 35 0.55 0.06 0.15 -0.03 0.14
Indifferent-concerned 0.17 0.22 0.64 0.08 0.02 0. 27 0.21
Pleasant-rude 0.60 0.07 0.06 0.12 0.02 0.45 0.14
Used-creative 0.06 0.77 0.29 0.11 -0.07 0. 10 -0.18
Tactful-tactless 0.41 0.27 0.21 0.12 -0.06 0.55 0.22
Ignorant-knowledgable 0.22 0.32 0.50 0.01 0.23 0.20 0.03
Other directed-self directed 0.24 0.08 0.19 0.00 -0.07 0. 13 0.45
Aggressive-passive 0.25 -0.05 -0.08 -0.66 -0.08 -0.08 0.16
APPENDIX H
H-l THREE FACTOR SOLUTION FOR MALES 
H-2 THREE FACTOR SOLUTION FOR FEMALES
H-l THREE FACTOR SOLUTION
FOR MALES________
Factor I 
Social Sensitivity .
Factor 2 
Creativity
Factor 3 
Aaaression
Original-trite 0.20 0.67 -0.12
Inappropriate-appropriate 0.72 -0.10 -0.15
Understandable-confusing 0.57 0.10 0.07
Phoney-genuine 0.71 0. 32 0.01
Friendly-too intimate 0.51 -0.10 -0.10
Dull-humorous -0.09 0.54 0.30
Nervous-at ease 0. 37 0.16 0 .42
Boring-interesting 0.23 0.57 0.22
Honest-dishonest 0.65 0.29 0.06
Unbelievable-believable 0.66 0. 18 -0.04
Witty-cliche' 0. 16 0.73 0.05
Awkward-refined 0.56 0.17 -0.13
Meaningful-irrelevant 0.45 0.38 0. 20
Inconsiderate-considerate 0.51 0.08 -0.09
Subtle-bold 0.14 -0.07 -0.51
Unimaginative-imaginative 0.18 0.80 0.00
Natural-unnatural 0.69 -0.09 0. 14
Trivial-relevant 0.47 0.19 0.27
Sincere-insincere 0.58 0.34 0.14
Threatening-nonthreatening 0.42 0.02 -0.04
Unique-common -0.24 0.58 0.13
Shy-confident 0.19 0.17 0.57
Informative-meaningless 0. 33 0.51 0.15
Indifferent-concerned 0.43 0.40 0. 16
Pleasant-rude 0.66 0.10 0.09
Used-creative 0.09 0.70 0.10
Tactful-tactless 0. 57 0.32 0. 07
Ignorant-knowledgable 0. 38 0.48 0. 14
Other directed-self directed 0.37 0.16 -0^05
Aggressive-passive 0. 24 0.09 -0.67
H-2 THREE FACTOR SOLUTION
________FOR FEMALES
Factor.1 
Social Sensitivity
Factor 2 
Creativity
Factor 3 
Aaaression
Original-trite 0.14 0.78 0.15
Inappropriate-appropriate 0.76 0.14 -0.01
Understandable-confusing 0.64 -0.08 -0.14
Phoney-genuine 0.64 0.40 0.03
Friendly-too intimate 0.77 0.12 0.10
Dull-humorous 0. 16 0.60 -0.13
Nervous-at ease 0. 32 -0.07 -0.58
Boring-interesting 0.43 0.58 -0.13
Honest-dishonest 0.70 0.25 -0.04
Unbelievable-believable 0.67 0.15 -0.09
Witty-cliche1 0.15 0.75 0.09
Awkward-refined 0.60 0.16 -0.35
Meaningful-irrelevant 0.42 0.47 -0.19
Inconsiderate-considerate 0.73 0.34 0.13
Subtle-bold 0.45 0.12 0.43
Unimaginative-imaginative 0.13 0.82 0.12
Natural-unnatural 0.73 0.05 -0.11
Trivial-relevant 0.31 0.51 -0.03
Sincere-insincere 0.73 0.35 0.03
Threatening-nonthreatening 0.67 -0.01 0 . 23
Unique-common -0.24 0.70 0.12
Shy-confident 0.06 -0.02 -0.60
Informative-meaningless 0.37 0.42 -0.12
Indifferent-concerned 0.28 0.51 0.01
Pleasant-rude 0.80 0.28 0.14
Used-creative 0.06 0.78 0. 21
Tactful-tactless 0.65 0.25 0.15
Ignorant-knowledgable 0.64 0. 36 0 . 03
Other directed-self directed 0.15 0.17 0.15
Aggressive-passive 0. 39 0.06 0.64
